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INTRODUCTION 
Many investigators view parents as the first and most fundamental 
educational agent. For instance. White (1975b) states that "The in­
formal education that families provide for their children makes more of 
an impact on a child's total educational development than the formal 
education" (p. 4). Baunùrind (1973) suggests that the young child's 
development is the result of increasing complex interactions with 
socializing adults, particularly parents. Parents have a power to 
control these interactions (Baumrind, 1973), and have a natural authority 
to understand their children (Totta, 1980). 
The importance of parents as a primary social and educational 
agent for their children can be justified in terms of both the quantity 
and the quality of their interactions with their children. According 
to Taylor (1955), parents, and in particular, mothers, are the primary 
adults with whom young children spend most of their time. Moreover, 
Taylor holds that parent-child relations likely involve more profound 
feelings than do any other adult-child relations. Schaefer and Bell 
(1958) also point out that the most extensive and intensive social 
interactions of children during crucial developmental stages occur 
within the family and especially with mothers. 
Based on these natures of parent-child relations and the role of 
parents for the development of children, it seems logical to make two 
assumptions. First, parents have more opportunity for observing their 
children in various and natural settings than do any others, including 
teachers. And second, parents know their children well enough to 
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provide fairly accurate and useful appraisals of their children's 
abilities in the categories of physical-motor, intellectual, and 
social behaviors. 
Theoretical Framework 
Several developmental theories justify the importance of parental 
knowledge of their children's abilities. The theories provide a 
rationale for the conceptualization of parental judgments as a means 
of assessing their children's competencies. 
Developmental theory 
In Gesell's maturational position, the child's rate of progress 
is determined in part by the interaction of internal growth with stimuli 
from the external world (Gesell & Ilg, 1949). Gesell suggests that 
learning begins in the home, and the influence of other culture groups 
on the child's learning is limited by the basic patterns established at 
home. He also believes that the child's self-regulation is a funda­
mental law of child development, but that the child's self-regulation 
and the parents' cultural demands must be brought into balance. Thus, 
the parents' task is viewed as not to force the child into a pre­
determined pattern, but to guide the child's growth. 
Havighurst (1953) describes a series of developmental tasks as 
typically arising at certain periods in life and requiring mastery by 
the individual if he/she is to be a competent and happy human being. 
According to Clausen's (1972) interpretation of Havighurst's position, 
a parent is to invest time and effort to make sure that the child 
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learns particular skills and avoids particular kinds of transgressions 
by certain ages. 
In sum, parents as a primary guider must be aware of the growth 
needs of the child, watch for signs of readiness, and provide an opti­
mal environment. 
Symbolic interactional theory 
In light of symbolic interactionism, one's perception of oneself 
(i.e., self-evaluation or self-esteem), which is influenced by the 
evaluation and behavior of significant others, is a significant factor 
in determining one's functioning or behavior (Cooley, 1912; Mead, 1934). 
Generally, parents are considered as the most significant others for 
children. Gergen (1971) argues, agreeing with the basic idea of symbolic 
interaction theory, that parents' appraisals are particularly important 
to children since parents are the most sincere persons in relation to 
their children, and communicate their appraisals to their children 
quite often. 
Adler (1964) believes, in similar vein, that parents play an im­
portant role in determining their children's self-image and that the 
self-image will unconsciously guide the children's behaviors in a social 
world. He suggests that the responsibility for the encouragement of 
children's developing social interest falls first upon the parents 
since they are the first acquaintance. In his writings on effectiveness 
in parenting, Gordon (1970) emphasizes the value to parents in accurate 
degrees of agreement between their children's existing abilities and 
parental evaluation. Such agreement, according to Gordon, greatly af­
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fects the children's concept of adequacy in dealing with the world. 
Unrealistic parental perceptions would hamper the development of 
children's competencies. 
Research has supported the notion that specific parental, 
particularly maternal, attitudes and behaviors affect children's self-
esteem and children's performance or functioning. For example, Cooper-
smith (1967) found strong relationships among parental behaviors (nega­
tive or positive), children's self-esteem, and children's functioning 
in social and nonsocial areas of development. 
Social-learning theory 
In the social-learning view, the Importance of parental evaluation 
of their children's behavior may be explained by the modeling process. 
According to Bandura, children clearly identify with models who possess 
rewarding power, and are likely to model their parents since they 
usually are the most powerful and rewarding adults (Bandura, 1962; Bandura, 
Ross, & Ross, 1963). Thus, according to social-learning theory, 
children's behaviors or abilities are influenced directly or indirectly 
by parents. For instance, Baumrind (1970) describes the self-assertive, 
self-confident parent as providing a model of similar behavior for the 
children. Baumrind also notes the importance of parental effective 
use of reinforcement principles for the development of children's 
competent behaviors. In addition, research studies on sex-related dif­
ferences or individual differences in achievement may lead one to the 
conclusion that the differences may be the result of differential social 
conditioning and expectations of parents (or other social agents) for 
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children (Crandall, 1964; Crandall, Preston, & Rabson, 1960). 
The nurturant, powerful, and reinforcing parent has been emphasized 
consistently by social-learning theorists. To describe the major dimen­
sions of parental behavior, Schaefer (1959) proposed a circumplex model 
which consists of love-hostility and autonomy-control dimensions. 
Schaefer's circumplex model is similar to Symonds' (1939) acceptance-
rejection and dominance-submission. According to Martin's (1975) review 
of the Schaefer model, the nonaccepting (or hostility) parent is dis­
satisfied with the child, and inclined to be critical of many of the 
child's abilities (i.e., negative evaluation of the child). He or she 
also does not provide much positive reinforcement and is likely to be 
insensitive to the child's needs and point-of-view. The accepting (or 
love) parent is characterized by the opposite attitudes and behaviors. 
The permissive parent does not clearly state the rules and does not 
firmly or consistently enforce rules. The restrictive parent does the 
opposite. Research would appear to support the relationship between 
these characteristics of parent behavior and the child's social-
emotional adjustment. 
Current extensive interest in the influence of parental behaviors 
are upon the development of competency in the child. Although a child's 
competency has been defined differently by many theorists and re­
searchers, it has been suggested that most competent children are 
reared by parents who are warm, are firmly controlling, and recognize 
the child's developmental levels (Baumrind, 1970, 1973; White, 1975a, 
1975b). 
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Motivational theory 
White (1959), Hunt (1965), and Fiaget (1977) consider motivation 
as intrinsic to sustained interaction with the environment, and as 
Influenced by experiences. In other words, motivation is viewed as 
either strengthened or weakened by successful or unsuccessful experiences 
with parents and the environment. 
Plaget's (1977) terminology "equilibration" or Hunt's (1965) 
terminology "the problem of the match" describe the significance of 
optimum levels of discrepancies between the demands of the situation 
and the level of children's skills already achieved. According to Hunt 
(1965), if the degree of discrepancy is completely beyond a child's 
capacity, a real damage to the child's developmental progress and to his/ 
her confidence and self-esteem can be expected. Thus, adults who are 
responsible for a particular child's guidance should know the child's 
level of competencies, have accurate knowledge of normative levels of 
competencies, and provide a development-fostering environment without 
hampering the child's intrinsic motivation. Badger's (1971) 
learning programs for teaching mothers have been based on these assump­
tions. The assumption was that greater accuracy by mothers In observing 
their children's capacities, understandings, and evsotlonal responses to 
situations would render the parent more likely to arrange situations of 
interest for their children. Justifying Badger's efforts, Hunt and 
Faraskevopoulos (1980) found negative correlations between inaccuracy 
of maternal knowledge of child's abilities and the child's level of 
competence. They conclude that it Is indeed the quality of mothers' 
interactions with their children and of the arrangements made for their 
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learning that counts rather than the time spent in their company. 
In sum, motivational theory implies the importance of parental 
roles in maintaining optimum levels of discrepancy between expectations 
of the child and his/her skills in order that the development of young 
children proceeds efficiently. 
Conclusion 
The foregoing theories are somewhat different in their viewpoint 
of how parents influence their children's development. However, the 
theories are similar in allocating authority to parents, who are 
characterized by the first and most fundamental agent for children. 
The theories also are in agreement with emphasizing the parental role 
as one which provides both security and challenge to children. 
Theorists and researchers repeatedly have implied that the parental 
knowledge of child's abilities is the primary condition for the ef­
fectiveness of parenting. In other words, parents, in order to carry 
these functions satisfactory, are expected to know something about the 
general level of development of their children. Thus, if these theories 
and researchers are accurate, one might speculate as to how parents 
come to know the level of their children's abilities. In light of the 
theoretical formulations of parental influence on child development, 
parental attitudes and behaviors toward child-rearing have been well-
identified. However, information on parental perceptions of children's 
abilities, perceptions which potentially influence on the child's 
performance, remain to be investigated. 
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Need for the Study 
Despite the fact that parents are primary adults who have extensive 
and intensive interactions with their children and that parents play 
significant roles for the development of their children, parental judg­
ments have not been explored thoroughly as a means of assessing their 
children's developmental levels. On the other hand, teachers' judgments 
have been considered as a valid means of assessing children's develop­
ment (Rowen, 1973), although there is a question on the generalizability 
of a few teachers' perceptions about many children (Totta, 1980). 
The dearth of studies on parental assessment of their children 
partly is due to the lack of adequate instrument for measuring parental 
perceptions of child's competence. Several researchers recently have 
shown interest in parental ratings for assessing children. Cohen, Dibble, 
and Grawe (1977), Dibble and Cohen (1974), McDevitt and Carey (1978), 
Rowe and Plomin (1977), and Thomas and Chess (1977) have constructed 
parental rating instruments to measure children's temperament. Pease, 
Clark, and Crase (1979) have developed parental rating questionnaires 
to measure children's social competency. However, no parental rating 
instrument has been developed for measuring comprehensive abilities 
across developmental categories such as physical, motor, cognitive and 
social. The Iowa Parent Assessment of Child Inventory (IPACI) designed 
by Clark, Crase, and Pease (1980) is intended as an assessment of several 
main developmental categories (i.e., physical-motor, intellectual, social, 
responsibility-taking, and artistic). In considering the nature of 
development of young children in which social, physical-motor, and 
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intellectual abilities are intertwined, it is useful to develop an 
instrument which covers most domains of development. 
Furthermore, many of the investigators mentioned above implicitly 
assume that objective parental measures could give valid information on 
children's abilities. The ease of administration and subsequent data 
collection, and an acceptable level of objectivity, both have been 
mentioned frequently as the advantages of the parental rating instru­
ments (Lyon & Plomin, 1981; Pease et al., 1979; Schaefer & Bell, 
1958; Yarrow, Campbell, & Burton, 1968). Therefore, if an objective 
parental appraisal instrument can be demonstrated to assess indices of 
children's competence, it would be a valuable and efficient supplement to 
experimental and observational methods for the study of children's 
competence. In addition, the instrument might be useful in providing 
information for effective parenting. These potential values for such 
an instrument would seem to justify its development. 
Few studies have involved both mothers and fathers in studying 
children. Instead, research largely has focused on mothers' ratings. 
As there is an increasing recognition of the importance of father's 
role in child development, it is advantageous to have more data on 
fathers' knowledge of children's behavior. 
Statement of the Problem 
The purpose of the present study is to conduct a factor analysis on 
the items comprising the present IPACI instrument in order further to 
develop the instrument. The study includes the examination of rela-
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tionshlps and differences between the demographic variables of subjects 
such as the age and the sex of the target children, and the IFACI scores 
of the parents by their sex and the sex of the child they are 
evaluating. 
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REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
The following section reviews research which employs rating instru­
ments for assessing a child's specific or general behaviors. Also, 
reviewed is research in the area of parental perceptions of a child's 
abilities, including differing perceptions by sex of parent, sex of 
child, and age of child. For the first part of the section, rating 
instruments for use by parents, teachers and other observers are pre­
sented. The second part of the section deals with characteristics of 
parental perceptions as measured by rating scales. 
In this literature review, the literature on parental assessments 
of developmentally delayed children is not included because of the 
following two reasons: 1) assessments with developmentally delayed 
children have tended to tap specific aspects of developmental problems, 
and such foci are not within the intent of the present study; and 2) the 
present study is intended to focus on so-called "typical" children and 
their parents. 
Behavioral Dimensions Measured by Available Rating Instruments 
Rating scales often have been used for studying behavior problems 
or personality functions of children and have involved teachers' judg­
ments for the most part. In a review of personality literature (Kohn & 
Rosman, 1972), factor analyses of personality rating forms of children 
have repeatedly yielded two major orthogonal dimensions: 1) Good versus 
Poor Adjustment and Extroversion versus Introversion, when the rating 
scales assess personality functioning; and 2) Conduct Problems and 
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Personality Problems, when the rating scales assess deviant behavior. 
Peterson (1961) performed factor analyses on a teacher rating 
instrument in an attempt to improve structural definition of children's 
behavior problems. On the basis of guidance clinic data, 58 most common 
problems of children were selected for the instrument. Each of the 58 
items was rated by teachers of 831 kindergarten and elementary school 
children on a 0-2 scale (0 = no problem, 1 = mild problem, 2 = severe 
problem). Four separate factor analyses were conducted on the ratings, 
one for the kindergarten children, and one each for children in grades 
1-2, 3-4, and 5-6. Two factors emerged with remarkable invariance in 
all four analyses: Conduct problems (e.g., nervous, thumbsucking, un-
cooperativeness, disobedience, etc.); and Personality problems (e.g., 
lack of self-confidence, social-withdrawal, shyness, lack of interest 
in environment, etc.). 
Peterson's (1961) two factors were confirmed by Kohn and Rosman 
(1972; 1973). Kohn and Rosman (1972) developed a teacher rating 
instrument, the Social Competence Scale (SCO), for the assessment of 
personality functioning of preschool children. Using the SCC, teachers 
rated 407 children in Day Care Centers on a 7-point frequency scale 
(from 'always' to 'never'). Factor analyses revealed the SCC to measure 
relatively orthogonal dimensions (Factor I, Interest-Participations vs. 
Apathy-Withdrawal and Factor II, Cooperation-Compliance vs. Anger-
Defiance) of social-emotional functioning. In other words, the two 
factors of the Kohn Competence Scale reflected two adaptive demands on 
preschool children: 1) use of opportunity in preschool setting and 
2) dealing with conformity to the rules. When the teachers' ratings 
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on the statistically identified SCC factors were compared to the teachers' 
global ratings on a 3-point scale descriptive of the child's level of 
functioning (well, moderately well, or poor functioning), there was a 
significantly higher correlation between the teachers' global ratings 
and Factor I (r = .63) than with Factor II (r = .41). From this result, 
Kohn and Rosman concluded that preschool teachers' ratings of good 
functioning were more related to the extent of the child's Involvement 
in activities than to his mere cooperation and compliance with routines. 
In a following study, Kohn and Rosman (1973) reported that the dimen­
sions of Interest vs. Apathy and Cooperation vs. Defiance assess rela­
tively enduring attributes of personality over time (kindergarten, 1st 
grade, 2nd grade), and across settings (teacher rating on classroom 
behavior). 
Conners (1970) used parental ratings for measuring behavior prob­
lems of children. Seventy-three symptoms were rated by the parents of 
316 psychiatric clinic patient children and 365 normal children ranging 
In age from 5 to 11 years. Each symptom (e.g., problems of eating, 
trouble with feelings, problems in school, etc.) was checked as not at 
all, just a little, pretty much, or very much present, with scoring 
weights of 1, 2, 3, or 4, respectively. Factor analyses ware carried 
out separately on the two total samples. Conners found that the factor 
scores discriminated between patients and normals (overall F • 8.71, 
£ < .005), but that the same basic factor structures appeared in the 
groups. The identified factors were: Aggressive-conduct disorder. 
Anxious-inhibited, Antisocial reaction, Enuresis, and Psychosomatic 
problems. In comparisons over age, Conners' findings based on parental 
14 
ratings were similar to those of Peterson's (1961) teacher ratings. 
There appeared to be remarkable congruence of factor structure across 
age, particularly for the two factors, Aggressive-conduct disorder and 
Anxious-inhibited. 
Behar and Stringfield (1974) developed the Preschool Behavior 
Questionnaire (PBQ) as a screening instrument for use by preschool 
teachers. Each of 36 items of the PBQ was scored from 0 (does not 
apply) through 1 (sometimes) to 2 (frequently applied). Through a 
standardization on a sample of 496 normal and 102 disturbed preschool 
children, three factors were extracted: Factor I, Hostile-Aggressive; 
Factor II, Anxious-Fearful; and Factor III, Hyperactive-Distractive. 
The researchers mentioned that the first two dimensions of the PBQ 
strongly resembled both Peterson's and Kohn and Rosman's two dimen­
sions. The PBQ scale has been used to a considerable extent in the 
screening of young children and appears to be valuable in either 
clinical or research settings in early detection of emotional problems 
(Behar, 1977). 
Gesten (1976) developed a Health Resources Inventory (HRI), a 
teacher rating instrument for measuring the school related personal and 
social competencies of primary grade children. The HRI consists of 54 
items covering several competence-related dimensions including self-
concept, affective expression, classroom response, motivation, inter­
personal skills, achievement, and socialization. A total of 592 children 
distributed in 1st, 2nd, and 3rd grade served as subjects, and they were 
rated by 65 teachers who volunteered. The children were rated on all 
54 HRI items using a 5-point scale from "not at all" (score of 1) to 
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"very well" (score of 5). Factor analysis of the HRI yields five fac­
tors: Factor I, Good Student, Includes Items related to effective 
learning (e.g., "is good in reading"); Factor II, Gusty, includes items 
reflecting adaptive assertiveness (e.g., "defends his views under group 
pressure, expresses ideas willingly"); Factor III, Peer Sociability, 
includes items reflecting effective Interpersonal functioning (e.g., 
"plays enthusiastically, is affectionate toward others"); Factor IV, 
Rules, reflects the child's ability to function within the constraints 
of the school environment (e.g., "follows classroom rules, is polite"); 
and Factor V, Frustration Tolerance, ability to cope with failure and 
other social pressure (e.g., "accepts criticism well, copes well with 
failure"). Intercorrelations among individual HRI factors were positive 
and significant, ranging from a low of .28 to a high of .53. Test-retest 
reliabilities for a 4- to 6-week Interval were .87 for the full scale 
and ranged from .72 to .91 on Individual factor scales. Gesten pointed 
out that the HRI should not be seen as a generalized competence measure 
since the factors obtained from teacher ratings were closel;' tied to 
competencies in the classroom. 
A Teacher Temperament Questionnaire (TTQ) was devised by Thomas 
and Chess (1977) for measuring 3- to 7-year-old children's temperament 
in the school setting. For the development of the TTQ, 132 items in 
the Parent Temperament Questionnaire (Thomas & Chess, 1977) draft were 
modified in specific content to make them appropriate to the school 
setting. Some items were dropped as totally inappropriate. Sixty 
questionnaires were completed by a group of teachers utilizing children 
between the ages of 3 and 7 years. A 7-point scale from "hardly ever" 
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(score of 1) to "almost always" (score of 7) was used for rating. 
Scrutiny of the Item-responses by teachers resulted in a final question­
naire of 64 items with eight for each of the following eight cate­
gories: activity, approach, adaptability, intensity, mood, persistence, 
distractibility, and threshold. No reliability or validity data have 
been presented to date for the TTQ. 
Teacher ratings have been used widely to assess not only class­
room behaviors but academic achievement of children. Moreover, teacher 
ratings have been considered as a valid means of assessing and pre­
dicting children's development. Stevenson, Parker, Wilkinson, Region, 
and Fish (1976) investigated the validity of teachers' ratings of 
children's behavior by assessing the relationships among teachers' 
Likert-type ratings of young children's cognitive abilities, classroom 
skills, personal-social characteristics and achievement in school. 
Teachers' (n = 63) ratings of 217 children were obtained in the fall and 
spring of kindergarten and again in second and third grades. These 
ratings were compared to ratings by mothers of 116 of the children on a 
similar scale and on similar variables, and both teacher and mother 
ratings wera compared to the children's achievement at school. Cor­
relational data revealed that the predictive validity of teachers' 
ratings was high for both concurrent and subsequent scholastic achieve­
ment. From their analysis, Stevenson et al. concluded that 
1) Teachers' ratings were stable and offered a valid means of pre­
dicting early scholastic progress, and 2) Teachers' ratings were much 
more effective than those of mothers in predicting the children's 
scholastic success. 
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Thomas and Chisson (1973) hypothesized that teacher ratings pro­
vided a feasible alternative to objective testing for early elementary 
school children. They developed a complex instrument for teacher rating 
of children which covered four specific areas of academic ability: 
reading, quantitative, verbal, and listening skills. Kindergarten (n 
= 40), first (n = 24), second (n = 25), and third (n = 25) grade children 
were rated In each of these areas on a 9-point scale by the classroom 
teachers. Thomas and Chisson found that teacher ratings at all grade 
levels were significantly correlated with an objective test (Otis-
Lennon Mental Ability Test) (r = .72, .58, .64, .56, respectively). 
Several instruments for parental rating of their children have 
appeared in recent literature. Most such Instruments have been devised 
for assessing temperament in young children (Buss & Plomln, 1975; 
Dibble & Cohen, 1974; McDevitt & Carey, 1978; Rowe & Plomln, 1977; 
Thomas & Chess, 1977). In an attenqpt to provide hints of a genetic 
contribution to personality, research Involving temperament rating 
instrments uses twin children. 
Utilizing twin children. Buss and Plomln (1975) developed a parental 
rating instrument, the EASI, representing emotionality, activity, 
sociability, and impulslvity. Buss and Plomln have constructed a 20-item 
questionnaire with five items for each of the four temperaments. Most 
items are general in nature. Mothers of 139 pairs of same sexed twins 
rated the questionnaire on a 5-point scale from "strongly disagree" to 
"strongly agree" for both their twins (ages ranged from 1 to 9 years). 
The intrapair correlations were significantly higher for identical 
than nonldentlcal twins, suggesting 'an inherited component to the EASI. 
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Plomin (1976) conducted a twin study on the basis of the Buss and 
Flomin's (1975) EASI traits. The original EÂSI questionnaire (20 
items) was nearly tripled in size for this study. A total of 54 items 
were constructed to measure 11 subscales of the EÂSI: Emotionality 
(general emotionality, fear, anger); Activity (tempo, vigor); Sociability 
(quantity, quality); and Impulsivity (persistence, decision time, 
inhibitory control, sensation-seeking). All items measure global 
descriptions of behavior of the child (e.g., "tends to be shy, seems to 
be in a hurry") and are rated on a 5-point scale from "strongly dis­
agree" to "strongly agree." Data from 137 families with twins (60 
pairs of identical twins; 51 pairs of same-sex fraternal twins; and 26 
pairs of opposite sex twins) in the 2- to 6-year range were collected. 
Supporting Buss and Flomin's (1975) results, for all 11 EASI scales, 
identical twins were significantly more similar (r = .55) than same-sex 
fraternal twins (r = -.07). 
The four temperaments in the EASI (Buss & Plomin, 1975) were veri­
fied factorially by Rowe and Plomin (1977). Rowe and Plomin quantified 
the interview categories of the New York Longitudinal Study (NYLS) 
(Thomas, Chess, & Birch, 1968) and examined the relationship between 
the NYLS temperaments and the EASI temperaments. The mothers of 91 
sets of twin children rated their children's temperaments on a question­
naire of 74 items (20 items from the EASI and 54 constructed items from 
the data of the NYLS). All items were rated from 1 ("not at all like 
the child") to 5 ("a lot like the child"). The children's ages ranged 
from 5 months to 9 years (mean age of 3.6 years), with the distribution 
skewed toward the younger ages. Only two of the nine NYLS dimensions 
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(i.e., activity, rhythmicity, approach, adaptability, threshold, 
intensity, mood, distraetibility, and attention-span-persistence), 
distractlbility and attention-span-persistence, were supported by 
factor analysis. The four EASI dimensions were replicated. These 
four factors accounted for 93% of the common variance and 53% of the 
total variance. 
From the joint factor analysis of NYLS and EASI temperament items, 
Rowe and Plomin derived the Colorado Childhood Temperam^ ent Inventory 
(CCTI), a parental rating instrument for children 1 to 6 years of age. 
The CCTI consists of six factors: Sociability, Emotionality, Activity, 
Attention-Span-Persistence, Reaction to Food, and Soothability. The 
six factors accounted for 56% of the common variance and 36% of the total 
variance. The obtained alpha coefficients indicate considerable in­
ternal consistency (ranging from .73 to .88). Retest reliabilities 
were obtained from 31 mothers who were asked to rate and then to re-
rate one of their twins at about a one-week interval. The correlations 
of test-retest scores are moderately high for all six factors (ranging 
from .58 to .80) except soothability (r = .43). However, the question 
of CCTI validity has been left to study (Rowe & Plomin, 1977). 
While the EASI rating instrument has been devised for research 
use, the Behavioral Style Questionnaire (ESQ) (McDevitt & Carey, 1978) 
was an attempt to develop a parental rating questionnaire that measured 
temperament in 3- to 7-year-old children for both clinical and re­
search use. The BSQ was constructed based on the conceptualization of 
Thomas et al.'s (1968) nine hypothetical categories of temperament and 
standardized on 350 3- to 7-year-old children in a pediatric practice. 
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Each item of the BSQ contained a description of child behavior within 
a specific context and was rated by parents on a 6-point rating scale 
from "amost never" to "almost always." McDevitt and Carey reported 
that one-month test-retest reliability (n = 53) and internal consistency 
reliability (n = 350) were both satisfactory at .89 and .84, respec­
tively. 
A parental rating questionnaire for measuring temperament in 3-
to 7-year-old children also was developed by Thomas, Chess, and Korn 
(Thomas & Chess, 1977). A parental questionnaire draft was established 
utilizing the material of interview protocol. A total of 132 items in 
the questionnaire were standardized on a sample of 148 mothers of children 
who were of mean age 55 months. The researchers found that the scores 
on the questionnaire were minimally related to the ages of the children. 
The correlations with age for each of the categories were not significant 
in seven categories and only significant in mood and distractibility 
(r = .26, r = .25, respectively). After examining item responses, 
the researchers arrived at a final questionnaire involving 72 items, 
with eight for each of the nine categories of the NYLS. A 7-point 
response scale was employed. In each category, half the items were 
phrased in terms of one extreme (e.g., high activity, positive mood, 
etc.) and the other half for the other extreme (e.g., low activity, 
negative mood, etc.). The questionnaire was recommended for use with 
both boys and girls. No validity data have been presented to date. 
Dibble and Cohen's (1974) study describes a parental rating 
instrument and its validation: Childhood Personality Score (CPS), an 
instrument for reporting on a child's general personality and competence. 
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The CPS consists of 24 behavioral categories (12 socially desirable and 
12 socially undesirable categories), involving 48 specific behavioral 
items. Socially desirable categories include such concepts as "verbal 
expressiveness," "vigor," and "attentiveness;" socially undesirable 
categories, such concepts as "negative affect," "withdrawal," and 
"monotonous behavior." The ratings are on a 7-point frequency scale, 
from 0 (never) to 6 (always). In order to examine the test-retest 
reliability, mothers and fathers of 20 sets of twins as well as of 20 
singleton nursery school-aged children were asked to complete the CPS 
twice at a one-month interval. The t-tests on test-retest scores 
demonstrated no significant differences between test and retest for 
the mothers and fathers of both groups for most behavioral categories. 
A subsequent study of Cohen, Dibble, and Grawe (1977) proposed to 
determine the statistical factors in the CPS instrument. Factor analyses 
were performed for ratings by fathers and mothers of 377 twin pairs. 
Five behavioral dimensions accounted for 42.8% of the total variance. 
The five factors were: Attentive, Activity, Sociability, Zestfulness, 
and Verbal-Emotional expressiveness. 
The Iowa Social Competency Scales (ISCS) (Pease, Clark, & Crase, 
1979), parental rating instruments, were intended to measure the social 
competencies of preschool (ISCS-P) and elementary school-age (ISCS-S) 
children. The items describe a child's behavior in a variety of social 
situations. Ratings for each item range from 1 (never) to 5 (always). 
Parental judgment of frequency of behavior is in comparison to the 
behavior of an average child. Factor analyses were conducted on the 
data collected from mothers (n = 213) and fathers (n = 262) of school-
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age children, and from mothers (n = 250) and fathers (n = 186) of pre­
school age children, and resulted in identifying specific factors for 
each form of the ISCS. 
For school-age children, the ISCS-S; Mother Form has 26 items in 
six factors: Task-Oriented, Disruptive, Leader, Physically Active, 
Affective toward Parent, and Apprehensive. The ISCS-S; Father Form 
contains 33 items in five factors: Capable, Defiant, Leader, Active 
with Peers, and Affectionate toward Parent. For preschool children, 
the ISCS-P; Mother Form has 34 items in five factors: Social Activator, 
Hypersensitive, Reassurance, Uncooperative, and Cooperative. The ISCS-P; 
Father Form has the five factors of Social Activator, Hypersensitive, 
Reassurance, Socially Inapt, and Cooperative, and involves 29 items, 
some of which are different from the Mother Form. Pease et al. 
report the ranges of the reliability estimates for unique variance to 
be .54 ~ .80 for the ISCS-S Mother Form, .65 ~ .81 for the ISCS-S 
Father Form, .52 ~ .85 for the ISCS-P Mother Form, and .47 ~ .87 for 
the ISCS-P Father Form. 
Ali (1973) conducted a study, using observer ratings, to identify 
variables associated with general competence in young children. Sub­
jects were 50 4- and 5-year-old black children enrolled in a research 
preschool. Each child was presented all the exploratory and manipula­
tory tasks in an experimental room. Exploration tasks were: Task I, 
Exploration of stimulus field; Task II, Exploration of lock box; and 
Task III, Candy hunt. Each of the Exploration tasks were rated on 
different point scales, in terms of quality of exploration, quantity of 
exploration, organization, and effectiveness of the child's exploratory 
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behaviors. The three Manipulatory tasks (baby bolts, work bench, and 
toy maker) were rated on different scales to measure the major variables 
of manipulation (e.g., involvement, attention span, coordination, etc.). 
Each child also was rated on dispositional variables. All the ratings 
were made separately by two adults: an experimenter and an observer. 
À factor analysis conducted on the ratings of both adults resulted in 
identifying three factors: Factor I, General Competence (e.g., 
involvement in tasks, appropriateness of performance); Factor II, 
Emotional Freedom (e.g., emotional comfort, activity level), and Factor 
III, Intellectual Competence (e.g., cognitive skills, manipulatory 
experimentation). However, correlational data reveal that Factor I 
and Factor III are not independent of each other (r = .65). 
Baruch and Barnett (1981) devised a Q-sort rating instrument by 
trained observers to investigate the patterns of competence behaviors 
of preschool girls. Twelve trained women observers rated 101 girls, 
ages 48 to 60 months, on an observational Q-sort rating competence 
instrument, consisting of 63 items. Factor analysis of Q-sort measure 
identified six factors: Adult-Orientation, Cooperation/Helpfulness, 
Peer Sociability, Assertive with Peers, Task-Orientation, and Hostility. 
To assess reliability of the instrument, 20% of the subjects were rated 
by two observers once a week for 45 minutes over a 4-week period, and 
twice a week over three weeks. The Pearson-Product-Moment r between 
observers were .67 for once a week observations, and .73 for twice a 
week observations. Reliability of individual observers ranged from 
.58 to .87 with a mean of .68. 
In summary, many rating instruments involve teachers' judgments to 
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assess child behavior. Since the initial stimulus of rating scales for 
measuring classroom behavior derived from a need for diagnosis (Spivack 
& Swift, 1973), the behavioral dimensions measured by teacher rating 
instruments tend to be symptom-oriented. Moreover, the measured be­
haviors are somewhat limited to social abilities or academic abilities 
in a school setting. On the other hand, most parental rating instruments 
found in recent literature have attempted to measure a specific area of 
development. Some observer rating scales have been developed to identify 
general competence of children. However, the measured behaviors of 
these also are limited to school or experimental settings. 
Usefulness of Parental Rating Scales 
Few parental rating instruments have been developed, con^ ared to 
those of teacher ratings. Despite the fact that parents take the vAiole 
project of child rearing more to heart (Del Solar, 1949), and have more 
opportunities for observing a single child (Rowe, 1973), researchers 
have given more credit to teachers' judgment for measuring children's 
ability. However, the generalizability of teachers' judgments might 
need caution because of some methodological issues related to the use 
of teachers as raters. The cautions are: 1) like most other raters, 
teachers' ratings are influenced by such factors as "halo" effects 
(Gesten, 1976; Stevenson et al., 1976); 2) teachers' orientation to 
educational goals sensitize them more to some behaviors than to others 
(Del Solar, 1949); and 3) teacher ratings instruments measure specific 
competence-related-variables in specific settings, that is, the school 
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environment. Since competence Indicators are not necessarily the same 
across situations, parents' ratings may provide richer understandings 
of the child's competence. 
Many researchers agree that parental judgment may not be "valid" 
for a number of reasons. According to Ferguson, Fartyka, and Lester 
(1974), feelings, attitudes, marital relationships and other variables 
independent of the child influence parental perceptions of their 
children. Parents' lack of knowledge about behavioral norms (Brody & 
Axelrad, 1978; Dibble & Cohen, 1974; Ferguson et al., 1974) or parents' 
lack of skill to observe their children's more subtle attributes (Brody 
& Axelrad, 1978) may hamper parental perception of their children. 
Parents also are influenced to some degree by the "halo effect" (Del 
Solar, 1949; Yarrow, Campbell, & Burton, 1968). 
Despite these possible biases, there is research evidence to sup­
port. the usefulness of parental judgment. For instance, according to 
Brody and Axelrad (1978), parents' reports were compared with the 
observations of psychologists who test children, and Lyon and Plomln 
(1981) found that parents did not project their own personality into 
their ratings of their children. 
Ilk terms of the advantages of parental judgment over other ob­
servers ' judgments, the length of observation period on diverse be­
haviors has been pointed out frequently. McDevitt and Carey (1978) 
argue that independent observers are unlikely to observe children for 
a long period of time and across various situations and, thus, should 
not serve as the ultimate criterion of validation for parental rating. 
The deep and close personal interest which parents have in their 
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children also is one of the advantages. According to Del Solar (1949), 
the Interest makes parents aware of various qualities which the outsider 
often does not perceive. Therefore, parents typically have more in­
formation about their children's behavior than anyone else (Ferguson 
et al., 1974). 
The advantages of rating scales, such as relative objectivity and 
ease of administration, in addition to the advantages of parental judg­
ment, are among the reasons there is an increasing interest in developing 
parental rating scales (Lyon & Plomln, 1981; McDevltt & Carey, 1978; 
Pease, Clark, & Crase, 1979; Rowe & Plomln, 1977; Thomas & Chess, 1977). 
According to McDevltt and Carey (1978), besides requiring much less 
professional time for administration and scoring, a parental rating 
instrument has other advantages: 1) the scoring is more objective and 
standardized and, thus, the need for a specially trained scorer is 
avoided; and 2) the wording of items can be chosen with care so as to 
yield a score hopefully in one category only, thus avoiding the conceptual 
and statistical blurring of the multiple category open-ended.responses 
interpretations which may occur with the interview method. 
Reliability of parental rating Instruments, usually done with a 
fairly large sample of parents and with the test-retest method, usually 
results in an acceptable statistic as follows: EAST, .72 (Plomln, 
1976); BSQ, .89 (McDevltt & Carey, 1978). 
To determine external validity of parental rating Instruments, some 
researchers compared parental ratings to the observed behavior of the 
children. For example, when mothers' ratings of children's temperament 
on the BSQ (McDevltt & Carey, 1978) were compared with observers' 
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ratings on the TTQ (Thomas & Chess, 1977), Billman and McDevitt (1980) 
found moderate (range, .18 to .46) but statistically significant correla­
tions between six of the seven categories common to both. Dibble and 
Cohen (1974) reported that there were many significant correlations 
between the CES and the observation of children's behaviors. Lyon and 
Plomin (1981) assessed the extent to which mothers and fathers agree in 
their ratings of their children's temperament, as an index of validity 
of the parental rating. Lyon and Plomin's (1981) study demonstrated a 
moderate amount of agreement between mothers' and fathers' responses on 
the EASI (average r = .51). 
It is apparent that how the items are described in an instrument 
or on which criteria the items are rated influence the degree of 
validity of parental responses on rating scales. Dibble and Cohen (1974), 
on the basis of the CPS data, conclude that there is validity to what 
parents say when they are asked about the degree to which they perceive 
a specific behavioral item as typical of their child. Dibble and Cohen 
also mention that items on their child's current behavior contribute to 
high validity of parental ratings since they are free from problems of 
retrospective distortion. According to Ferguson et al. (1974), when 
a parent is asked to describe his/her child's performance relative to 
other members of the child's age group, he/she can make an accurate 
judgment. McDevitt and Carey (1978) argue, as well, that descriptions 
of child's behavior within a specific context seem to yield parental 
responses of a high degree of validity. Thomas and Chess (1977) state, 
"Data obtained by questionnaires regarding specific concrete and descrip­
tive items of behavior are much more likely to be reliable and valid 
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than data obtained from global opinions and impressions" (p. 111). 
Similarly, Lyon and Plomin (1981) note that global ratings of behavior 
(e.g., intensity of a behavior) showed considerably less rater agree­
ment, compared to the instruments which measured more specific descrip­
tions of behavior (e.g., frequency of behavior). 
In sum, the literature reveals that as long as the items are care­
fully constructed, standardized parental rating instruments could pro­
vide reasonably accurate information about broad areas of development. 
Parent Versus Teacher Perceptions 
Del Solar (1949) investigated the characteristics by which children 
are described by their parents and their teachers. Subjects were 36 
children 6 to 12 years of age (21 boys and 15 girls); 54 parents of 
these children (35 mothers and 23 fathers); and 6 teachers. The adults 
appraised the children by means of a check list involving 35 items. 
The check list consists of two parts: part I asks adults to indicate 
the degree to which he/she believes the child possesses a certain 
characteristic (predominantly, middle interval, or not conspicuously); 
and part II asks adults to indicate the degree to which he/she is pleased 
or disturbed by the child's personality traits (satisfying, middle 
interval, or something of concern). Five major findings were reported. 
First, parents appraised more frequently qualities in social conforming 
and acceptable behavior (e.g., morality, cooperation) than did teachers. 
Second, some qualities, such as favorable responses to routine habit 
training, motor abilities and good muscular coordination, were empha­
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sized to a considerable degree by parents but were rarely commented on 
by the teachers. Third, parents mentioned a larger number of "satis­
fying" qualities than did the teachers. Fourth, there were greater 
similarities between the appraisals of the mothers and fathers than 
between those of the teachers and mothers. For example, a rank order 
correlation of .89 was obtained between the scores given by mothers and 
fathers for part I and a correlation of .86 on the corresponding scores 
for part II. On the other hand, a rank order correlation of .62 was 
obtained between scores given by mothers and teachers to the items in 
part I and of .60 in part II. Fifth, parents and teachers showed more 
similarities in their perceptions of the intellectual qualities of 
children than in those of the children's personality traits. Del Solar 
concluded that parents appear to have an eye to the children's future 
success as adults whereas teachers appear to be less focused in this 
regard. 
Griffiths (1952) examined sex and age differences in behavior dif­
ficulties of children (from 6 to 14 years old) perceived by parents and 
teachers. A questionnaire dealing with common behavior difficulties of 
children was devised for parents (49 items) and teachers (42 items). 
Each of the items in the questionnaire was classified as dealing with one 
of four behavior problems: aggressive behavior, delinquent-related be­
havior, withdrawing behavior, and noncompliant behavior. The teacher 
questionnaire was similar to the parent questionnaire, but the items 
pertaining to the home situation were omitted. The parents' responses 
on 3387 children and teachers' responses on 760 children were analyzed. 
With respect to sex differences, Griffiths found that the parents' 
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perceptions were similar to those of teachers'. For example, both 
parents' and teachers' data indicated that boys showed significantly 
more delinquent-related behavior and aggressive behavior than girls. 
In addition, the correlations between parents' and teachers' global 
ratings (poor, fair, average, good, or excellent) on children's 
general adjustment were high for both girls and boys (r = .91; r = 
.87, respectively). However, evidence for age changes of behavior 
difficulties was inconclusive ; the parents' data indicated that aggressive 
and withdrawing behaviors of children decreased with chronological age, 
while the teachers' data showed no age change. On the other hand, both 
parents and teachers indicated that delinquent-related behaviors de­
creased as children grow older. 
Quay, Sprague, Shulman, and Miller (1966), using the Peterson 
Problem Checklist (1961), obtained data from mothers (n = 99), 
fathers (n = 79), and teachers (n = 53) on behavior problems of clinic 
children (n = 105); mean age = 10.5 years). Quay et al. found higher 
correlations between the mothers' and fathers' responses (r =• .78; 
r = .67 for "Conduct Problem" and "Personality Problem," respectively) 
than between those of the teachers' and mothers (r = .33; r = .41 for 
CP and PP, respectively) or fathers' (r = .23; r => .32 for CP and PP, 
respectively). Regarding child's sex. Quay et al. found that parents 
tended to assign higher scores on the personality dimension (e.g., 
withdrawn) to girls rather than to boys. On the other hand, only the 
teachers considered boys as exhibiting conduct problem behavior (e.g., 
aggressiveness) to a greater degree than girls (r = .38 for boys). 
These results are inconsistent with the data presented by Griffiths 
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(1952). In Griffiths' study, both teachers and parents indicated that 
boys (from 6 to 14 years old) showed more withdrawing behavior than 
girls, and that boys were significantly more aggressive than girls. 
Totta (1980) explored differences between mothers', fathers', and 
teachers' perceptions of children's fine motor, gross motor, and 
language skills. Children (n = 30) ranged in age from 43 to 50 months 
with a mean age of 46.4 months. No significant differences were found 
between mothers, fathers, and teachers in assessing children's skills. 
Mother Versus Father Perceptions 
Considerable research has been conducted on parental attitudes and 
behaviors related to the development of their children's competence 
(Baruch & Barnett, 1981; Baumrind, 1970, 1973; White, 1975a; White, Kaban, 
Shaprio, & Attanucci, 1977). However, when the studies refer to paren­
tal attitudes and behaviors, they usually are maternal attitudes or be­
haviors. Few studies involve both parents' attitudes. In those studies 
involving responses from both parents, it appears that mothers and 
fathers share fairly similar attitudes and behaviors (e.g., Baruch & 
Barnett, 1981; Brody & Axelrad, 1978). 
No study has attempted to establish the link between parental 
attitudes toward their child and their perceptions of the child's be­
havior. However, it is implied by the literature that parental behaviors 
and attitudes might affect the way parents perceive their child. For 
instance, Cohen et al. (1977) found that fathers who felt less involved 
with their offspring perceive their children as less involved with 
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them. In another study (Baumrind, 1973), parents Identified as 
authoritarian or permissive were not realistic or flexible In their 
perceptions of the developing competencies in their children, while 
authoritative parents were. There appears to be s one evidence that 
parental attitudes, such as anxiety and defenslveness, lead to un­
realistic perception of their children's abilities (Brody & Axelrad, 
1978). 
As appeared in the studies reviewed in the above section, there 
are similarities between mothers' and fathers' perceptions of children's 
behavior. A considerable body of evidence, however, indicates that 
mothers and fathers are sensitive to somewhat different behaviors of 
their children. 
Ferguson et al. (1974), using the Children's Behavior Checklist, 
investigated differences in patterns of behavior between clinic and 
nonclinic children. A total of 217 children 5 to 11 years of age and 
their parents served as subjects. The analysis of the responses of 
fathers of nonclinic children yielded five factors: impulsivity, 
competence, conduct, aggression, and motoric. In the group of mothers 
of nonclinic children, six factors were found. The six factors were 
impulsivity, competence, conduct, competition, aggression, and moodi­
ness. In comparisons of mothers' and fathers' responses, Ferguson 
et al. found that only mothers (both clinic and nonclinic) perceived a 
competition dimension whereas fathers were unique in perceiving a 
motoric dimension. The researchers discussed that perhaps a mother's 
greater opportunity to observe her child in social situations enables 
her to notice competitive behavior. Or perhaps mothers are more 
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sensitized to this aspect of interpersonal interpersonal relationships. 
On the other hand, fathers seem to put great stress on their child's 
physical development. 
Cohen, Dibble, and Grawe (1977) reported that mothers and fathers 
rated the personality of 377 sets of twin children (mean age = 35.5 
months) differently using the Childhood Personality Scale. Factor 
analysis performed separately for ratings by fathers and mothers and 
ratings of boys and girls revealed clear differences between fathers 
and mothers. Mothers thought that their children had better attention 
than did fathers (F = 12.36, £ < .001). In addition, mothers very clearly 
rated their children more zestful and actively involved in life than 
did fathers (F = 47.08, £ < .001). Fathers saw their children as much' 
less verbally expressive than did mothers (F = 27.23, £ < .001). In 
other words, in fathers* eyes, children were less interesting; they 
were less attentive and less talkative. Cohen et al. pointed out that 
these differences in parental perception of children's personalities 
were complemented by differences in mothers' and fathers' perceptions 
of their own interactions with children. 
Lyon and Flomin (1981) reported correlations of agreement between 
mothers' and fathers' perceptions instead of reporting general dif­
ferences. Data were obtained from 137 families with twins in the 2-
to 6-year-old range (mean age = 3.5 years). Both parents rated their 
children on the EASI (Buss & Flomin, 1975). The average parent agree­
ment correlation for the 11 EASI subscales (i.e., general emotionality, 
fear, anger, activity-tempo, activity-vigor, sociability-quantity, 
sociability-quality, impulsivity-persistence, impulsivity-decision-time, 
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impulsivity-inhibitory-control, and impuls ivi ty-sens ation-seeking) was 
.51. The highest correlation between mothers and fathers was .66 for 
the fear component of emotionality while the lowest was .36 for the 
anger component of emotionality. 
Similar to Cohen et al.'s (1977) finding, Del Solar (1949) found 
that mothers tended to have a more favorable opinion than fathers, 
although the fathers and mothers reported practically the same satis­
faction and problems about their children's behavior. Del Solar also 
found that fathers apparently had more interest in children's trust­
worthiness, social relations with their peers, and motor coordination, 
whereas mothers were more concerned about children's artistic abilities 
and affection toward parents. 
Fathers' concern on motoric behavior of children evidenced in the 
literature (Del Solar, 1949; Ferguson et al., 1974) may, in turn, re­
late to the accuracy of perceptions. Totta (1980) found that fathers 
were more accurate at assessing children's gross motor skills while 
mothers significantly overestimated. The greater accuracy of fathers' 
perceptions of motor behavior might be accounted for by the characteris­
tics of father-child interaction (Totta, 1980). 
Sex of Parent, Sex of Child, Age of Child 
Parents usually treat daughters and sons differently because they 
believe that different behaviors and personalities are required for 
males and females (Romer, 1981). According to Sears, Maccoby, and 
Levin (1957), parents discipline sons most often via physical punish-
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ment, and stress the importance of sons' physical competence and as-
sertiveness, while with daughters, they discipline with love-oriented 
techniques, and stress language and social skills. 
Parents' views about the proper roles of males and females may 
influence parental concern or sensitivity to their children's behaviors. 
In a study on behavioral problems of elementary school-age children. 
Quay, Sprague, Shulman, and Miller (1966) reported that both mothers and 
fathers tended to assign high problem scores on the personality dimen­
sions (e.g., withdrawn, introvert) to girls. 
Stereotypic parental perceptions of boys and girls are reported in 
the literature on parental rating scales. Cohen, Dibble, and Grawe 
(1977), using a parental rating instrument, explored the nature of dif­
ferences between mothers' and fathers' perceptions of children's 
general competencies (91 twin sets of children with a mean age of 35.5 
months). Both parents perceived girls as far more talkative, placid 
and socially introverted; boys as more active and outgoing. Fathers 
perceived their daughters to be more introverted than mothers did. 
Unexpectedly, Cohen et al. found that young boys were seen by their 
parents as being more attentive and concentrated than girls (F = 7.59, 
£ < .01), This finding is inconsistent with the result of Stevenson 
et al.'s (1976) study in which older children served as subjects. In 
that study, mothers rated their 3rd grade daughters higher than their 
sons on "attention" and "following instruction." With respect to age 
changes, Cohen et al. found clearly significant changes in parental 
ratings of personality as their children grew older (jj < .05), although 
the age trend was not always linear for each dimension. Generally, as 
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children developed, they were seen to become more attentive, less active, 
more extroverted, less zestful, and more verbally expressive. 
McDevitt and Carey (1978) analyzed parental ratings of their 3- to 
7-year-old children's personality and found that parents perceived boys 
as more rhythmic than girls and more active while girls were perceived 
as more distractible and had lower sensory thresholds. McDevitt and 
Carey also found that older children were rated as more rhythmic and 
less distractible. The differences between mothers and fathers as a 
function of child's sex was not reported in the study. 
Rowe and Flomin (1977) conducted factor analyses on the mothers' 
ratings of their children's temperament (mean age = 3.6 years). The 
results demonstrated essentially the same factor structure (i.e.. 
Sociability, Emotionality, Activity, Attention-Span-Persistence, Reaction 
to Food, Soothability) for boys and girls as well as for younger and 
older children. However, mean differences revealed that boys were 
rated as more active than girls (t = 3.92, £ < .001); and older children 
had a stronger reaction to food than younger children (t = 3.32, £ < 
.01). 
Reardon (1978), involving 50 families (mothers and fathers) of 
preschool-age children (mean age =4.6 years), explored differences in 
the ways mothers and fathers perceive behaviors in boys and girls rela­
tive to their social competence. The children were rated on general 
social competence factors and sex-stereotyping items by both their 
mothers and fathers. Reardon found that both mothers and fathers rate 
their children of different sex fairly much alike on general social 
competence. However, when father and mother responses for son and for 
37 
daughter on the sex-stereotyping Items were compared, less agreement 
between mothers' and fathers' responses were found; mothers demonstrated 
more sex-role stereotyping vAille fathers followed fewer stereotypes. 
According to Reardon's interpretation, based on Lynn's (1962) work, it 
seems likely that mothers and fathers would have different perceptions 
of their children's behavior, due to the different opportunities to 
observe and due to the different relationships each sex has with their 
children. 
Evidence indicates that fathers, who usually spend less time with 
their children, have a more sex-typical view of children than do mothers 
(Meyer & Sobleszek, 1972; Rothbart & Maccoby, 1966). Since adults' 
experience with children might decrease their generalizations about sex 
differences in children (Romer, 1981), fathers' lack of practical ex­
perience with children may lead to their sex-stereotyplc perception. 
According to Meyer and Sobleszek (1972), females, especially those who 
have higher contact with children, seem to have more complete frames of 
references to both male and female children, and to demonstrate fewer 
stereotyped views. 
Rothbart and Maccoby (1966) noted that parents are likely to be 
less tolerant of a number of behaviors of those children who are the 
same sex as the parent. In similar vein, Ferguson et al. (1974) found 
that the mean scores on "coiq>etence" items reported by fathers of girls 
was higher than the one by mothers of girls (F = 7.58, £ < .01); and the 
score was higher for fathers of girls as conq>ared to fathers of boys 
(F = 8.29, £ < .01). Contrary to the position presented by Rothbart 
and Maccoby (1966) and Ferguson et al. (1974), Meyer and Sobleszek's 
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(1972) findings demonstrated that adults showed a significant tendency 
to rate a child of their own sex as having more positive qualities. 
Conclusions 
The literature reveals that, until recent years, rating scales 
have been devised mainly for teachers' use. The behavioral dimensions 
assessed commonly by teacher rating instruments are likely to be social-
emotional functioning or academic abilities of children in school 
settings (Behar & Stringfield, 1974; Kohn & Rosman, 1972; Thomas & 
Chess, 1977). In those researches involving teachers* ratings, 
teachers have been shown to be good judges of behavioral problems or 
school-related competencies of children (Gesten, 1976; Stevenson et al., 
1976 ; Thomas & Chisson, 1973). 
With increasing recognition of the advantages of rating scales and 
of using parents as raters, several parental rating scales have been 
developed. Most of these Instruments measure temperament of young 
children (Buss & Plomin, 1975; McDevitt & Carey, 1978; Rowe & Flomin, 
1977; Thomas & Chess, 1977). Research efforts to determine reliability 
of parental ratings frequently demonstrate high test-retest reliabilities 
(McDevitt & Carey, 1978; Plomin, 1976; Rowe & Plomin, 1977). A few 
research studies have geared to investigate external validity of parental 
ratings by comparing parental ratings to the observed behaviors of the 
children (Dibble & Cohen, 1974; Billman & McDevitt, 1980; Wirth, 1980). 
These studies have reported reasonable similarities between parental 
ratings and trained observers' ratings. Some researchers have given 
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credits to parents In assessing children's behaviors as unique raters 
that cannot be compared to any others (Lyon & Plomln, 1981; McDevltt 
& Carey, 1978). Although parental ratings scales have appeared as a 
reasonably defensible means for assessing children's behaviors and have 
been shown to have several advantages over other methods, no parental 
rating Instrument has been designed to assess broad, comprehensive areas 
of development. 
With respect to parental perceptions of children's behaviors, some 
generalizations can be made: 1) there are similarities between the 
perceptions of mothers and fathers of their children (Cohen et al., 
1977; Del Solar, 1949; Lyon & Plomln, 1981; Totta, 1980); 2) however, 
mothers rate their children more favorably than fathers (Cohen et al., 
1977; Del Solar, 1949); 3) mothers are more sensitive to the social 
abilities of their children; 4) fathers show more sensitivity to their 
children's physical-motor abilities (Ferguson et al., 1974); and 5) re­
search findings on parental perceptions of child's sex stereotypic 
behaviors are inconclusive. Cohen et al. (1977) found that fathers 
perceived their child's behaviors more stereotyplcally than mothers 
while Reardon (1978) found fewer stereotypes in fathers' perceptions. 
Some studies (Ferguson et al., 1974; Rothbart & Maccoby, 1966) imply 
that parents are likely to be less tolerant of behaviors of a same sex 
child, but Meyer and Sobieszek (1972) find, with adults' samples, a 
significant tendency to rate a child their own sex more positively. 
According to Gesten (1976), assessments of children's competence 
measured in other than school settings are necessary. Information on 
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diverse behaviors of child assessed by parents may contribute to 
further knowledge In child's competence. 
41 
METHODOLOGY 
The primary purpose of this research study was to conduct a 
factor analysis on the items comprising the present Iowa Parent As­
sessment of Child Inventory (IPACI) instrument. 
Of secondary interest was the exploration of parental perceptions 
of children's competencies, through investigating the relationships 
between parental responses to the IPACI and the sex and age of the 
target children as well as the relationship between mothers' and fathers' 
perceptions of their children as measured by the IPACI. 
Subjects 
Subjects for the study were 256 families made up of 251 mothers 
and 205 fathers. There were 200 mothers and fathers pairs, 51 single 
mothers and 5 single fathers. A total of 256 preschool and elementary 
school children were represented in the sample of parents. Parents of 
children were sought through the school systems of two midwestem 
towns. Also included were the parents of children enrolled in the 
Laboratory Programs of the Child Development Department at Iowa State 
University. Subjects were recruited as well from acquaintances of the 
investigator. All subjects were characterized as typical of the 
population of midwestern counties in central Iowa. 
Approximately half of the subjects were parents of girls and 
half were parents of boys. The ages of children ranged from 42 to 146 
months with a mean age of 94 months. Children were distributed 
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across the age groups (preschool, n = 83; primary, n = 78; intermediate, 
n = 95) represented in the sample. 
Mean age and education of mothers was 31 ~ 32 years and some schooling 
beyond high school, respectively. For fathers, mean age and education 
was 33 ~ 34 years and BA/BS, respectively. Further descriptions of 
parents are located in Appendix A. 
Instrument 
The IPACI (see Appendix B) was the instrument, in this study employed 
to measure parental perceptions of their children's competencies. The 
instrument was designed by Clark, Crase, and Pease (1980) in the Depart­
ment of Child Development at Iowa State University. It was based on an 
earlier, original IPACI developed by the same authors and which had been 
subjected to pretesting but not to data analysis. The IPACI is intended 
as a parental rating instrument for measuring five theoretical categories 
of children's competencies. The five theoretical categories are; 
physical-motor, intellectual, social, responsibility-taking, and artistic 
abilities. Each of the five theoretical categories consists of 15 be-
haviorally descriptive items and, thus, there are a total of 75 items 
comprising the IPACI instrument. 
For the IPACI, parents rate the degree to which they perceive each 
of the 75 items to be an accurate description of their children's be­
haviors or abilities. Judgment of degree of the children's behavior is 
in comparison to the behavior of typical children of that age. The 
ratings are on a certainty scale from 1, representing "very poor" to 
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99, representing "very good." Parents are asked to place any number 
from 1 to 99 that best represents how they view their children's ability 
in relation to the item. 
The IPÂCI has the same form for both mothers and fathers since no 
factor analyses have been performed on the instrument. However, for 
this study, differently colored IPACI forms were used to discriminate 
mothers' and fathers' responses for ease of coding the data. 
Data from the earlier, original IPACI are, as yet, not analyzed 
and are based on a different set of IPACI items. Thus, it is correct 
to say that the present IPACI has not been used for the study of paren­
tal perceptions of their children's competencies. 
Procedures 
The investigator received permission to conduct the study from 
the University Committee on the Use of Human Subjects in Research (see 
Appendix C), Iowa State University, Ames, Iowa. Following this 
permission, the Investigator obtained approval for parental contact 
from the superintendents of two community schools in Iowa and from 
the director and head teachers of the Child Development Department 
Laboratory. 
A visit was made to each of the school principals to explain the 
details of the study. The principals agreed that the questionnaires 
for parents could be distributed by teachers and sent home with the 
children. Each principal wrote an explanatory letter to accompany the 
IPACI questionnaire. Copies of the accompanying letters are located 
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in Appendix D, Each principal gave the investigator class lists and 
identified children who had siblings in the target grades so that only 
one child from each family would be targeted for the study. Based on 
the information provided by each principal, the investigator stuffed 
and addressed the packets to be distributed. For those families with 
two parents present, both the mother and father were asked to respond. 
Only the mother or the father was asked to respond in cases of single 
parent families. The packet to each family contained one or two copies 
of the IPACI, as appropriate, a cover letter from the investigator 
(located in Appendix D), a letter from the building principal, and a 
return addressed and stamped envelope. Parents were asked to mail 
completed IPACIs back to the investigator. 
A total of 450 addressed IPACI packets were left at the schools 
so the packets could be distributed by teachers and sent home with 
children at the schools' convenience. Of these, approximately 160 were 
returned. 
In the meantime, 74 families of children enrolled in the two nur­
sery programs, the extended day program and the nursery/kindergarten 
program in the Department of Child Development at Iowa State University 
were sent the IPACI packets (contents were one or two IPACI forms, an 
explanatory letter, and a return envelope) through the lab teachers 
or the investigator. The parents were requested to return question­
naires to their child's teachers. Of this group, 55 families returned 
completed questionnaires. The IPACI packets also were sent through the 
lab teachers to 26 families of children enrolled in the Old Children's 
Laboratory. The parents were asked to mail questionnaires since at-
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tendance of the children was relatively irregular. From this group, 
14 IPACI packets were returned. 
The investigator identified Department of Child Development staff 
who had children in the target age-range and who had not contacted 
previously or who had acquaintances with children in the target age-
range. A total of 70 IPACI packets were given to this group of staff 
to disseminate. Approximately 27 completed IPACIs were returned. 
The data were punched according to the code sheet found in Appendix E. 
Statistical Analysis 
A separate factor analysis was conducted on fathers' returned IPACI 
responses and on mothers' returned IPACI responses to Identify statisti­
cally valid factors. The decision to do separate factor analyses was 
based on the literature in which mothers and fathers are reported to 
respond differently to and about their children. In addition, a correla­
tional study of the variables of Interest (e.g., sex of parent, sex of 
child, etc.) to each IPACI Item and to identified factors was accomplished. 
Significance was established at or beyond the .05 level of probability. 
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RESULTS 
The major concern of the present study was to conduct a factor 
analysis on the Items comprising the present IPACI Instrument. The 
study Included an examination of relationships between variables. The 
major Independent variables were sex of parent, sex of child, and age of 
child. The dependent variables were children's competencies measured 
by parental responses on the IPACI items. 
Major Findings 
Mothers' and fathers' perceptions of children's competencies 
The IPACI raw scores (1 to 99) of parents' ratings on the IPACI 
items were transformed, using a PROSIT Transformation, for statistical 
analysis (Wolins & Dickinson, 1973). The range of the transformed 
scores was from -2.33 (minimum) to 2.33 (maximum). Based on the trans­
formations, means and standard deviations were obtained for fathers' and 
mothers' responses on each IPACI item (Appendices F and G). 
In Figure 1 are plotted the mean item responses for fathers' (n = 
205) and mothers' (n = 251) IPACI ratings of their children's compe­
tencies. The diagonal line going through the origin represents the sets 
of points where fathers and mothers would be responding the same way, 
on the average, to their children's competencies. The swarm of the 
points which do not center around the diagonal line indicates the dif­
ferences in parental ratings. 
The most evident results from Figure 1 are that, on the average, 
both parents see their children's competencies as above average, and 
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Figure 1. Scatterplot of mean IPACI item responses of mother (M, n = 
251) and father (F, n = 205) 
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that mothers' ratings are higher than those of fathers'. The items 
which deviate from the major constellation of item means are indicated 
in the scatterplots by item numbers and are Identified in Table 1. 
Table 1. Major constellation deviates based on sex of parent dif­
ferences in their IPACI responses to children 
Items rated higher by mothers than fathers 
1. Keeps healthy 
2. Has overall coordination 
20. Has speed in running 
23. Shows affection 
32, Makes friends with people 
34. Bends, stretches, and twists with ease 
47. Is physically strong 
54. Initiates talk with other children 
63. Chooses to be around people when possible 
Items rated higher by fathers than mothers 
8. Has an active imagination 
Items rated high by both mothers and fathers 
19. Asks questions 
35. Gets involved in listening to stories 
38. Is energetic 
41. Is a pleasant person to be around 
43. Is a sound sleeper 
46. Is physically active 
50. Is aware of what goes on 
Items rated low by both mothers and fathers 
29. Helps around the house without being asked 
36. Works hard around home 
52. Accepts corrections positively 
57. Works at assigned tasks without being reminded 
66. Cleans up equipment and materials after using them 
73. Puts things away in their proper place 
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As appeared in Figure 1 and Table 1, mothers see higher competencies 
of the child in physical-motor and social-emotional aspects of develop­
ment. However, there are few items in fathers' responses which markedly 
deviate from the diagonal line. Only item 8 was rated higher by fathers 
than mothers. Both mothers and fathers rate highly the child as a 
pleasant and active person and one who likes to listen to stories. 
On the other hand, both parents see the child as low in the competency 
of responsibility-taking around home. 
Pearson-Product-Moment Correlations were computed to determine the 
relationship between husbands' and wives' (n = 200 mother-father pairs) 
perceptions of their children's competencies. A frequency distribution 
of the computed correlation coefficients, which range from .26 to .69, 
is depicted in Figure 2. For five of the items, the correlations range 
from .25 to .35. For sixty-one of the items, the correlations range 
from .40 to .55, and for nine of the items, the correlations range 
from .58 to .69. 
As shown in Figure 2, mothers and fathers appear to have some 
agreement in their perceptions of their children's competencies. The 
items on which mothers' and fathers' responses are less similar are: 
Item 19, Asks questions, (r = .26); Item 11, Makes up verses to songs 
(r = .31); Item 32, Makes friends with people (r = .30); Item 44, Shows 
talent for acting (r = .31); and Item 35, Gets involved in listening 
to stories (r = .34). Items on which mothers' and fathers' responses 
are in most agreement are: Item 2, Has overall coordination (r = .59); 
Item 6, Acts kindly to other children (r = .58); Item 12, Has a healthy 
appetite (r = .62); Item 13, Learns new information (r = .58); Item 47, 
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Figure 2. Frequency distribution of correlation coefficients between 
fathers' and mothers' IPACI responses 
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Is physically strong (r = .58); Item 58, Moves with a sense of balance 
(r = .61); Item 14, Is graceful in body movement (r = .65); Item 42, 
Uses a large vocabulary (r = .63); and Item 20, Has speed in running 
(r = .69). 
Mothers' and fathers' perceptions and sex of child 
In exploring mothers' and fathers' ratings as a function of child's 
sex, four means and their standard deviations were calculated for each 
IPACI item on the total of 200 mother-father pairs (97 pairs for male 
children and 103 pairs for female children). The four means and standard 
deviations were for mothers' ratings of male children, mothers' ratings 
of female children, fathers' ratings of male children, and fathers' 
ratings of female children. 
These data are presented in scatterplot form in a series of 
figures (Figures 3a to 3d for the four means and Figures 4a to 4d 
for the four standard deviations) and the scatterplot form is to be 
interpreted similarly to that in Figure 1. 
In Figure 3a, the mean item responses for mothers' ratings of male 
and female children are plotted; in Figure 3b, the mean item responses 
for fathers' ratings of male and female children are plotted. The 
two configurations are similar to each other. However, there are some 
item responses which deviate from the major constellation of item 
means and these deviations are presented in Table 2. 
An inspection of the item contents of the items in Table 2 indicates 
that fathers and mothers perceive that artistic abilities (Item 11 and 
75) are higher for female children whereas competencies related to 
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Figure 3a. Scatterplot of mean IPACI item responses of mothers to male 
(M, n = 97) and female (F, n = 103) children 
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Figure 3b. Scatterplot of mean IPACI item responses of fathers to male 
(M, n = 97) and female (F, n = 103) children 
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Table 2. Major constellation deviates based on sex of parent dif­
ferences in their IPACI responses to male and female 
children 
Items rated higher for female than for male children 
3. Shows talent for music* 
11. Makes up verses to songs 
40, Keeps time to rhythm® 
56. Gets involved with crafts® 
67. Draws or paints pictures® 
71. Concentrates on the task at hand® 
75. Uses color skillfully in creating pictures^  
Items rated higher for male than for female children 
8. Has an active imagination® 
17. Joins in activities with other children® 
19. Asks ques tions^  
20. Has speed in running^  
32. Makes friends with people^  
38. Is energetic^  
46. Is physically active 
47. Is physically strong^  
53. Maintains physical endurance® 
54. Initiates talk with other children* 
64. Figures out how things work^  
Items rated high for both male and female children 
8. Has an active imagination* 
23. Shows affection^  
27. Is stimulated by books* 
35. Gets involved in listening to stories 
41. Is a pleasant person to be around^  
43. Is a sound sleeper^  
50. Is aware of what goes on® 
63. Chooses to be around people when possible® 
74. Shows intellectual sharpness* 
Items rated low for both male and female children 
29. Helps around the house without being asked^  
*Only fathers' ratings are high. 
M^others' and fathers' ratings are similar. 
®Only mothers' ratings are high. 
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Table 2. Continued 
36. Works hard around home 
52. Accepts corrections positively , 
57. Works at assigned tasks without being reminded  ^
66. Cleans up equipment and materials after using them 
73. Puts things away in their proper place^  
physical-motor abilities (Items 20, 38, 46, and 47) and intellectual 
curiosity (Items 19 and 64) are higher for male children. In particular, 
mothers rate Item 38, Is energetic, much higher than fathers do for 
male children. Fathers perceive Maintains physical endurance (Item 53) 
better for male children than female, but mothers do not, and mothers 
perceive Has active imagination (Item 8) better for male children 
than for female children, but fathers do not. Fathers rate female 
children higher on musical ability (Items 3, 11, and 40) than do 
mothers. Highly rated competencies of male and female children are 
approximately similar for both mothers and fathers except for Item 8. 
Interestingly, mothers perceive that male children show more affection 
than female children, but fathers do not respond with that difference. 
Both fathers and mothers see low competencies in responsibility-taking 
ability for both male and female children. However, for Item 66, Cleans 
up equipment and materials after using them, mothers' responses are 
higher for female children and fathers' responses are higher for male 
children. 
In Figure 3c, the mean item responses for mothers and fathers of 
male children are plotted; in Figure 3d, the mean item responses for 
mothers and fathers of female children are plotted. The items which 
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Figure 3c. Scatterplot of mean IPACI item responses of mothers (M, n -
200) and fathers (F, n » 200) to male children 
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Figure 3d. Scatterplot of mean IPACI item responses of mothers (M, n = 
200) and fathers (F, n = 200) to female children 
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deviate from the major constellation of item means are indicated in the 
scatterplots by item numbers and are given in Table 3. 
From Figure 3c and 3d, it seems clear that for both male and female 
children, mothers' perceptions of competencies are, on the average, 
higher than those of fathers'. Only Item 8, Has an active imagination, 
is perceived markedly higher for daughters by their fathers than by 
their mothers. For male children, no item appears to be rated markedly 
higher by fathers than by mothers. Item 1, Keeps healthy. Item 34, 
Bends, stretches and twists with ease, and Item 54, Initiates talk 
with other children, are more highly rated by mothers than by fathers 
for both male and female children. Compared to fathers, mothers also 
see higher competencies of male children in keeping time to rhythms, 
showing affection, communicating clearly and physical-motor behaviors. 
Both parents agree that sons ask more questions and are more physically 
active than their daughters. 
Overall, mothers and fathers perceive different aspects of compe­
tencies for each sex of child: Mothers and fathers perceive higher 
competencies in artistic behavior for female children than for male 
children, and particularly, fathers see more musical abilities for 
female children than do mothers. On the other hand, both mothers and 
r: r» I 
fathers perceive higher competencies in more various aspects of be-  ^
havior, such as intellectual, physical, and social abilities, for male 
than for female children. Mothers see more competencies in both male 
and female children than fathers. 
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Table 3. Major constellation deviates based on sex of child dif­
ferences in mother and father 1PÂC1 responses 
Items rated higher by mothers than fathers for male children 
1. Keeps healthy 
9. Communicates clearly 
20. Has speed in running 
22. Spends time on hobbies 
23. Shows affection 
32. Makes friends with people 
34. Bends, stretches and twists with ease 
38. Is energetic 
40. Keeps time to rhythm 
47. Is physically strong 
54. Initiates talk with other children 
Items rated high for male children by both parents 
19. Asks questions 
23. Shows, affection 
35. Gets involved in listening to stories 
38. Is energetic 
41. Is a pleasant person to be around 
43. Is a sound sleeper 
46. Is physically active 
Items rated low for male children by both parents 
29. Helps around the house without being asked 
36. Works hard around home 
52. Accepts corrections positively 
57. Works at assigned tasks without being reminded 
66. Chooses to be around people when possible 
73. Puts things away in their proper place 
Items rated higher by mothers than fathers for female children 
1. Keeps healthy 
34. Bends, stretches and twists with ease 
49. Shares with other children 
54. Initiates talk with other children 
63. Chooses to be around people when possible 
Items rated higher by fathers than mothers for female children 
8. Has active imagination 
Table 3. Continued 
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Items rated high for female children by both parents 
23. Shows affection 
35. Gets involved in listening to stories 
41. Is a pleasant person to be around 
43. Is a sound sleeper 
74. Shows intellectual sharpness 
Items rated low for female children by both parents 
29. Helps around the house without being asked 
36. Works hard around home 
52. Accepts corrections positively 
57. Works at assigned tasks without being reminded 
66. Chooses to be around people when possible 
73. Puts things away in their proper place 
Note; No item is markedly rated higher by fathers than mothers for 
male children 
In Figures 4a through 4d, standard deviations of item responses 
are plotted for mothers' responses to male and female children (4a), 
fathers' responses to male and female children (4b), mothers' and 
fathers' responses to male children (4c), and mothers' and fathers' 
responses to female children (4d). The items which deviate from the 
major constellation of items standard deviations are depicted in the 
scatterplots by item numbers, and are presented in Tables 4 through 7. 
As shown in Figure 4a and Table 4, mothers' responses indicate a 
greater variability in their ratings of female children's responsibility-
taking behavior and in male children's social, intellectual, musical 
and physical abilities. In general, mothers' ratings are more variable 
for male children than for female children. 
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Figure 4a. Scatterplot of standard deviations of mothers' IPACI 
responses to male (M, n = 97) and female (F, n = 103) 
children 
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Table 4. Major constellation deviates based on standard deviations of 
mothers' responses to male and female children 
SD greater for male than female children 
11, Makes up verses to songs 
12. Has a healthy appetite 
17. Joins in activities with other children 
19. Asks questions 
64. Figures out how things work 
69. Answers his/her own curiosity by using available resources 
SD greater for female than male children 
51. Finishes assigned jobs 
71. Concentrates on the task at hand 
73. Puts things away in their proper place 
SD great for both male and female children 
27. Is stimulated by books 
SD low for both male and female children 
7. Cooperates with family members 
18. Can be relied on to follow through on your instructions 
61. Completes projects that he/she starts 
64. Figures out how things work 
66. Cleans up equipment and materials after using them 
69. Answers his/her own curiosity by using available resources 
Figure 4b and Table 5 indicates that fathers' responses also show 
greater variability in their ratings of male children's competencies 
than in female children's competencies, but the contents of the items 
are somewhat different from those of mothers. Generally, fathers are 
more variable in their ratings of male than female children's physical 
and intellectual competencies. Mothers, on the other hand, are more 
variable in their ratings of male than female children's social and 
musical abilities on which larger individual differences are perceived 
by mothers. Fathers are more variable in rating female than male 
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Figure 4b. Scatterplot of standard deviations of fathers' IPACI 
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Table 5. Major constellation deviates based on standard deviations 
of fathers' responses to male and female children 
SD greater for male than female children 
1. Keeps healthy 
4. Remembers details 
12. Has a healthy appetite 
13. Learns new information 
19. Asks questions 
46. Is physically active 
52. Accepts corrections positively 
55. Is a responsible person 
64. Figures out how things work 
65. Keeps free from accidental injuries 
SD greater for female than male children 
6. Acts kindly to other children 
7. Cooperates with family members 
15. Does assigned tasks carefully 
40. Keeps time to rhythm 
41. Is a pleasant person to be around 
42. Uses a large vocabulary 
60. Is a creative child 
61. Completes projects that he/she starts 
73. Puts things away in their proper place 
SD great for both male and female children 
20. Has speed in running 
SD low for both male and female children 
26. Makes sensible choices 
44. Shows talents for acting 
52. Accepts corrections positively 
59. Thinks situations through before acting 
61. Completes projects that he/she starts 
65 
children's creative, social-personal, musical and verbal abilities. 
Based on data presented in Figure 4c and Table 6 and Figure 4d 
and Table 7, male children's intellectual, verbal, and artistic 
abilities are more variably perceived by their mothers than by their 
fathers, and male children's physical-motor abilities are more 
variably perceived by their fathers than by their mothers. Female 
children's social, physical, intellectual, and responsibility-taking 
behaviors are more variably rated by their fathers than by their 
mothers. 
In sum, both mothers' and fathers' ratings are more variable for 
male than for female children's competencies and mothers' ratings are 
more variable for both male and female children's competencies than 
are fathers. 
Correlations of mothers' and fathers' perceptions with sex of child, 
age of child and other demographic variables 
Pearson-Product-Moment Correlations were computed for mothers' and 
fathers' responses on the IPACI items in relation to sex and age of 
child and other demographic variables in the 256 families. Statistically 
significant (2 <.05) correlations between either or both parents' 
responses and sex and age of child are presented in Table 8 and are 
plotted in Figures 5 and 6. 
Figure 5 and Table 8 clearly show that parents rate their male 
and female children differently and that more fathers' ratings are 
significantly related to sex of child than for those of mothers. 
Significant correlations of parents' ratings with female children are 
found for items describing artistic abilities while significant 
66 
.90 
.85 
.80 
.75 
; .11 # * 
al 53 # • 
.70 
• # 
F 
•• 
.65 
• • 
• • • 
• • • 
.60 
.50 
.45 
. 60  .65 .80 .90 .70 .75 .85 .45 50 .55 
M 
Figure 4c. Scatterplot of standard deviations of mothers' (M, n = 
200) and fathers' (F, n = 200) IPACI responses to male 
children 
67 
Table 6. Major constellation deviates based on standard deviations 
of mothers' and fathers' responses to male children 
SD greater by mothers than fathers 
10. Shows confidence in self 
11. Makes up verses to songs 
27. Is stimulated by books 
42. Uses a large vocabulary 
44. Shows talent for acting 
50. Is aware of what goes on 
60. Is a creative child 
61. Completes projects that he/she starts 
69. Answers his/her own curiosity by using available resources 
SD greater by fathers than mothers 
1. Keeps healthy 
4. Remembers details 
29. Helps around the house without being asked 
34. Bends, stretches and twists with ease 
53. Maintains physical endurance 
SD great by both parents 
4. Remembers details 
12. Has a healthy appetite 
SD low by both parents 
7. Cooperates with family members 
18. Can be relied on to follow through on your instructions 
61. Completes projects he/she starts 
correlations of parents' ratings with male children are found for items 
describing physical and intellectual abilities. 
Figure 6 and Table 8 indicate that mothers' perceptions of 
child's competencies more frequently are negatively correlated with age 
of child than are those of fathers. For example, mothers of older 
children rate items describing artistic, remembering, and communicating 
abilities lower than do mothers of younger children. On the other 
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Table 7. Major constellation deviates based on standard deviations 
of mothers' and fathers' responses to female children 
SD greater by mothers than fathers 
13. Learns new information 
27. Is stimulated by books 
55. Is a responsible child 
71. Concentrates on the task at hand 
SD greater by fathers than mothers 
6. Acts kindly to other children 
7. Cooperates with family members 
17. Joins in activities with other children 
20. Has speed in running 
31. Shows precision in fine muscle skills 
69. Answers his/her own curiosity by using available resources 
73. Puts things away in their proper place 
SD great by both parents 
12. Has a healthy appetite 
SD low by both parents 
52. Accepts corrections positively 
59. Thinks situations through before acting 
64. Figures out how things work 
69. Answers his/her own curiosity by using available resources 
hand, fathers of older children see higher competencies such as 
responsibility-taking, social, and musical abilities in their children 
than do fathers of younger children. For age, negative and significant 
correlations are found for both parents' ratings on Items 4, 19, 27, 
37 and 38, indicating that older children ask less questions, do not 
remember details well, become less energetic, and are less stimulated 
by books. 
Mothers' and fathers' responses on each item in the IPACI were 
also correlated with the following demographic variables; number of 
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Table 8. Significant correlations of parental responses on the IPACI 
items with sex and age of child 
Sex of child Age of child 
I tern Mother Father Mother Father 
No. Item content N = 251 N = 205 N = 248 N = 204 
3. Shows talent for music .04 .20** -.03 .16* 
4. Remembers details — — -.28*** -.17* 
5. Keeps a "level head" when needed — — .08 .20** 
6. Acts kindly to other children — — .11 .18** 
9. Communicates clearly — — -. 16* -.07 
11. Makes up verses to songs .15* .30** -.24** .05 
12. Has a healthy appetite — — .14* .24** 
14. Is graceful in body movement .09 .16* — — 
19. Asks questions _.14*b -.19** -.16* -.20** 
21. Thinks up words that rhyme with 
each other — — -.19** .01 
22. Spends time on hobbies — — .03 .14* 
27. Is stimulated by books — — -.18** -.14* 
31. Shows precision in fine muscle 
skills .01 .14* — — 
33. Takes care of his/her things — — .04 .18** 
35. Gets involved in listening to 
stories — — -.21** -.13 
37. Remembers information you have 
given — — -.27** -.17* 
38. Is energetic -.15* -.09 -.23** -.16* 
40. Keeps time to rhythm .07 .17* .01 .25** 
42. Uses a large vocabulary — — -.17* -.11 
46. Is physically active -.16* -.24 — — 
47. Is physically strong -.14* -.14* — — 
49. Shares with other children — — .17* .12 
53. Maintains physical endurance -. 08 -.16* — — 
56. Gets involved with crafts .16* .16* -.14* -.01 
60. Is a creative child .03 .15* -.16* -.05 
61. Completes projects that he/she 
starts .04 .18** -.06 .18** 
62. Has a sense of humor -.01 .15* — — 
64. Figures out how things work -.21** -.20** 
~ 
negative sign favors younger children. 
A^ negative sign favors male children. 
*£ < .05. 
**2 < .01. 
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Table 8. Continued 
Sex of child Aee of child 
Item Mother Father Mother Father 
No. Item content N = 251 N = 205 N = 248 N = 204 
65. Keeps free from accidental in­
juries — — .13 .24** 
67. Draws or paints pictures .15* .12 -.21** -.11 
70. Creates things from materials 
like cloth, paper or wood — — 
-.17* -.03 
75. Uses color skillfully in 
creating pictures .19** .18** 
~ 
children, number of boys, number of girls, age of parents, education 
of parents, and mother's employment. 
Of the 75 total IPACI items, few significant correlations are found 
for mothers' ratings in relation to number of children (Items 17, 30, 
49, 52, and 62), number of boys (Items 11, 48, and 65), number of girls 
(Item 49), age of mother (Items 1, 49, 52, 65, 68, and 69) and mother's 
employment (Items 61, 71, and 74). For fathers' ratings, 13 items, 5 
items, 20 items, and 10 items are significantly correlated to number 
of children, number of boys, number of girls and age of father, 
respectively. However, it is hard to see any clear tendency from 
these correlations. 
Both mothers' and fathers' education appears to be significantly 
related to their ratings on children's competencies. For 29 of the 75 
items in the IPACI, either or both parents' ratings are significantly 
related to their education. Those items for which education of both 
parents significantly correlates with their item responses are con­
cerned mostly with intellectual and/or creative competencies of 
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Table 9. Significant correlations of mothers' and fathers' IPACI 
ratings with their education 
Education 
of parent 
I tern Mother Father 
No. Item content N = 251 N = 205 
3. Shows talent for music .17* .07 
4. Remembers details .30** .31** 
5. Keeps a "level head" when needed .15* .17* 
7. Cooperates with family members .16* .09 
9. Communicates clearly .25** .25** 
10. Shows confidence in self .24** .17* 
11. Makes up verses to songs .26** .24** 
12. Has a healthy appetite -.07 -.18** 
13. Learns new information .20** .37** 
19. Asks questions .19** .11 
21. Thinks up words that rhyme with each other .24** .17* 
26. Makes sensible choices .14* .19** 
27. Is stimulated by books .24** .29** 
28. Behaves appropriately without supervision .17* .14* 
35. Gets involved in listening to stories .22** .00 
37. Remembers information you have given .30** .30** 
42. Uses a large vocabulary .36** .43** 
44. Shows talent for acting .17* .22** 
45. Thinks up projects to do .08 .27** 
50. Is aware of what goes on .26** .24** 
59. Thinks situations through before acting .18** .19** 
60. Is a creative child .25** .28** 
61. Completes projects that he/she starts .08 .24** 
62. Has a sense of humor .10 .14** 
64. Figures out how things work .16* .09 
69. Answers his/her own curiosity by using available 
resources .19** .28** 
70. Creates things from materials like cloth, paper 
or wood .17* .18** 
71. Concentrates on the task at hand .17* .29** 
74. Shows intellectual sharpness .28** .36** 
*£ < .05. 
**2 < .01. 
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children. The highest significant correlation is found for both 
mothers' and fathers' ratings on Item 42, Uses a large vocabulary. 
Fathers' responses on Item 12, Has a healthy appetite, are negatively 
correlated to fathers' education. The significant correlations of 
parents' ratings with parents' education are presented in Table 9. 
Factor analysis 
Using the 200 families which yielded information from both mother 
and father pairs, the responses to the 75 items in the IPACI were factor 
analyzed. A separate factor analysis was done for the mothers and 
fathers. The method of factor extraction was PRINIT (Helwig & Council, 
1979). This method minimizes the sum-of-squares of the residuals. 
The method of rotation was varimax (Helwig & Council, 1979). 
In order to extract factors which are important for rotation, 
eigenvalues for mothers' and fathers' responses were examined. Inspection 
of the scores (Cattell, 1978) suggests (Figure 7) that no more than ten 
factors would be necessary but fewer than ten is likely for both mothers 
and fathers. The results were inspected by examining the factor with 
the smallest eigenvalue for the ten factor solutions, and it was 
determined that this factor for both parents was not meaningful. This 
inspection was repeated for the smaller solutions until an interpretable 
weakest factor (smallest eigenvalue) was found. Finally, it was de­
cided that the eight factors for mothers' responses but, only six 
factors for fathers' responses made sense. 
Then the factor loadings on each item were examined separately 
for mothers and fathers to choose the items which load big on one 
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factor and small on others, is possible. Among eight factors of mothers, 
one factor was dropped since it could not be measured. That is, the 
items that load on this relatively weak factor seem meaningful but 
only three items load on this factor, the loadings for the three 
are relatively small and the items tend to load as high or higher on 
other factors. Thus, the existence of the factor seems evident but 
a reasonably reliable and unambiguous measure of the factor cannot be 
obtained. 
The items chosen for each of the factors for mothers and fathers 
were compared. The results for mothers and fathers were similar but 
not identical. The similarity was sufficient to obtain sets of items 
that were representative of six of the seven factors obtained. That 
is, seven measurable factors were obtained for mothers and six of these 
were similar to those obtained from the fathers. The items loading 
highly on the seven factors are contained in Tables 10 through 16 (see 
Appendices F and G for the 75 IPACI item loadings). 
The seven factors are labelled as follows: Factor 1, Responsibility-
Taking; Factor 2, Physical-Motor; Factor 3, Art; Factor 4, Nice; Factor 5, 
Intelligence, Factor 6, Social; and Factor 7, liisic. Factor 1 
(Responsibility-Taking) essentially deals with the child's responsible, 
clean-up, diligent, and autonomous behaviors in daily situations. The 
ten items which load highly on Factor 1 for both mothers and fathers 
are shown in Table 10. 
Factor 2 (Physical-Motor) describes the child's physical charac­
teristics or motoric abilities, such as coordination, balance, speed. 
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Table 10. Items loading highly on Factor 1 (Responsibility-Taking) 
Factor loading 
Item Content Mother Father 
15. Does assigned tasks carefully .68 .71 
18. Can be relied on to follow through on your 
instructions .60 .70 
29. Helps around the house without being asked .71 .62 
33. Takes care of his/her things .75 .70 
36. Works hard around home .75 .66 
51. Finishes assigned jobs .69 .71 
55. Is a responsible child .62 .64 
57. Works at assigned tasks without being reminded .74 .75 
66. Cleans up equipment and materials after using 
them .72 .70 
73. Puts things away in their proper place .71 .70 
energy level, strength or activity. Ten items are highly loading on 
Factor 2 for both mothers and fathers and are located in Table 11. 
Table 11. Items loading highly on Factor 2 (Physical-Motor) 
Factor loading 
Item Content Mother Father 
2. Has overall coordination .65 .74 
14. Is graceful in body movement .68 .69 
20. Has speed in running .78 .71 
25. Can move about quickly .78 .76 
34. Bends, stretches and twists with ease .78 .67 
38. Is energetic .74 .63 
46. Is physically active .78 .69 
47. Is physically strong .72 .71 
53. Maintains physical endurance .67 .71 
58. Moves with a sense of balance .70 .77 
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Factor 3 (Art) basically deals with the child's artistic abilities 
in drawing or making things. Five items are highly loading on Factor 3 
for both mothers and fathers. The items are presented in Table 12. 
Table 12. Items loading highly on Factor 3 (Art) 
Factor loading 
Item Content Mother Father 
48. Shows talent for art .77 .75 
56. Gets involved with crafts .76 .72 
67. Draws or paints pictures .82 .76 
70. Creates things from materials like cloth, paper or 
wood .75 .59 
75. Uses color skillfully in creating pictures .71 .66 
Factor 4 (Nice) basically deals with the child's abilities to 
please other people, involving showing affection, sharing with other 
children, and thoughtfulness. Four items are highly loading on Factor 4 
for both mothers and fathers and are presented in Table 13. 
Table 13. Items loading highly on Factor 4 (Nice) 
Factor loading 
Item Content Mother Father 
23. Shows affection .59 .61 
41. Is a pleasant person to be around .67 .53 
49. Shares with other children .62 .52 
68. Is thoughtful of people .66 .56 
Factor 5 (Intelligence) taps the extent to which the child 
remembers information, communicates with others and is aware of environ-
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ment. Seven items are highly loading on Factor 5 for both mothers and 
fathers and are depicted in Table 14. 
Table 14. Items loading highly on Factor 5 (Intelligence) 
Factor loading 
Item Content Mother Father 
4. Remembers details .70 .67 
9. Communicates clearly .65 .60 
13. Learns new information .62 .63 
37. Remembers information you have given .65 .73 
42. Uses a large vocabulary .64 .70 
50. Is aware of what goes on .62 .54 
74. Shows intellectual sharpness .64 .71 
Factor 6 (Social) deals with the child's abilities to make or 
initiate social behaviors with other children or adults. Five items 
are highly loading on Factor 6 for only mothers. The items are pre­
sented in Table 15. 
Table 15. Items loading highly on Factor 6 (Social) 
Factor loading 
Item Content Mother Father 
17. Joins in activities with other children 
32. Makes friends with people .45 
39. Initiates play or games with other children .52 
54. Initiates talk with other children .58 
63. Chooses to be around people when possible .44 
Factor 7 (Music) describes the child's musical interest and ability 
in music. The items loading highly on Factor 7 for both mothers and 
fathers are located in Table 16. 
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Table 16. Items loading highly on Factor 7 (Music) 
Factor loading 
Item Content Mother Father 
3. Shows talent for music .63 .58 
11. Makes up verses to songs .55 .56 
30. Sings in tune .58 .52 
40. Keeps time to rhythm .58 .44 
The seven factors identified by factor analyses seem to be similar 
to five theoretical categories (i.e., responsibility-taking, physical-
motor, intellectual, social-emotional, and artistic) in the IPACI (Clark 
et al., 1980), but the theoretical artistic category is divided into 
two factors: Factor 3, Art, and Factor 7, Music. The theoretical 
social-emotional category is also divided into two factors: Factor 4, 
Nice, and Factor 6, Social. Factor 6 was not found for fathers. 
Intercorrelations for factors and for demographic variables 
Mother and father factor scores were computed by summing the rating 
of each item involved in each IPACI factor, and Pearson-Product-Moment 
Correlations of all variables were computed. There were 26 variables 
in all, as follows; 7 IPACI factors for mothers; 7 IPACI factors for 
fathers; and 12 demographic variables. 
Intercorrelations of seven factors for mothers and fathers are 
presented in Table 17. These data show the correlation coefficients 
between traits-within a rater (the values in heterotrait-monomethod 
triangle, Campbell & Fiske, 1959) are, on the average, greater in 
magnitude than the correlation coefficients between traits-between 
Table 17. Intercorrelations of seven factors for mothers and fathers 
Mother (n = 200) 
Mother 
Note; The validity diagonals are underlined. Each heterotrait-heterorater triangle is enclosed by 
a broken line. Each heterotrait-monorater triangle is enclosed by a solid line. 
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raters (the values in heterotrait-heteromethod triangle), implying pos­
sible rater bias. The correlation coefficients within trait-between 
raters (the values in the validity diagonal which are underlined, 
Campbell & Fiske, 1959) appear to be higher than the correlation coeffi­
cients in the row and column of the corresponding heterotrait-heteromethod 
triangle (Campbell & Fiske, 1959). Thus, existence of discriminant 
validity for six of the seven factors in the IPACI is evident. 
The value of the validity diagonal on Factor 6, Social (r = .48) is 
the lowest correlation as expected, since there are no highly loading 
items on Factor 6 for fathers. The highest correlation between mothers 
and fathers is found for Factor 2, Physical-Motor (r = .74). 
Significant correlations of factors (both for mothers and fathers) 
with demographic variables in the 200 families are depicted in Table 18. 
These data show that the number of boys in the family significantly 
but negatively correlated with Factor 3, Art, for both mothers (r = 
-.20, £ < .01) and fathers (r = -.15, £ < .05). The number of girls in 
the family significantly and positively correlated with Factor 1, 
Responsibility-Taking (r = .18, £ < .01), Factor 3, Art (r = .15, 
£ < .05), and Factor 7, >hisic (r = .17, £ < .05) only for fathers. 
Factor 3, Art, and Factor 5, Intelligence, for mothers negatively cor­
related with age of child, but Factor 1, Responsibility-Taking, and 
Factor 7, Music, for fathers positively correlated with age of child. 
Education of mother correlated significantly with Factor 5, Intelli­
gence, for both mothers (r = .37, £ < .01) and fathers (r = .24, £ < .01), 
and with Factor 3, Art (r = .14, £ < .05) and Factor 7, Music (r = .16, 
£ < .05) for mothers. Factor 2, Physical-Motor, for fathers significantly 
Table 18. Significant correlations of factors with demographic 
variables 
Demographic 
variables 
Factor 1^  Factor 2^  Factor 3^  
M F M F M F 
No. of child — — — — — — 
No. of boys — — — — -.20** -.15* 
No. of girls — .18** — — — .15* 
Age of — — — — — — 
Age of F^  — - — — — -
Age of child — .14* — — -.15* — 
Education of M — - -.14* .14* — 
Education of F .21** — — — .17* — 
Occupation of M — - — — — — 
Occupation of F — — — — — — 
Employment of M — - — — — — 
Sex of child — - - — — .14* 
Factor 1, Responsibility-Taking; Factor 2, Physical-Motor; 
Factor 3, Art; Factor 4, Nice; Factor 5, Intelligence; Factor 6, Social; 
Factor 7, 14isic. 
= mother; F = father. 
*r = .14, £ < .05. 
**r = .18, £ < .01. 
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but negatively correlated with education of mother. Similarly, educa­
tion of father correlated significantly with Factor 5, Intelligence, 
for both mothers (r = .48, £ < .01) and fathers (r = .41, 2 < .01). 
Mothers* responses to Factor 1, Responsibility-Taking (r = .21, £ < .01), 
Factor 3, Art (r = .17, £ < .05) and Factor 7, Music (r = .27, £ < .01) 
also correlated significantly with education of father. Occupation of 
mother correlated negatively with mothers' responses on Factor 5, 
Intelligence, and Factor 6, Social, for mothers, whereas occupation of 
father correlated negatively with Factor 5 for both parent responses 
and with Factor 7, tfiisic, for mothers. Employment of mother did not 
correlate significantly with any factors. On the average, sex of 
child did not correlate significantly with both mothers' and fathers' 
responses on factors, except with fathers' responses on Factor 3, Art 
(r = .14, £ < .05) and Factor 7, Music (r = .20, £ < .01). 
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DISCUSSION 
The purpose of the present study was to identify statistically 
valid factors for the IPACI, The study included examinations of re­
lationships and differences between subjects' demographic variables and 
parental responses on the 75 IPACI items as well as the Identified 
factors in the IPACI. 
Mothers' and Fathers' Ratings of Children's Competencies 
The present findings indicate that generally, mothers and fathers 
tend to rate their children's competencies as above average, suggesting 
a possible "halo effect" on parental ratings of their children (Del 
Solar, 1949; Yarrow, Campbell, & Burton, 1968). There also appear 
clear differences between mothers and fathers in their perceptions of 
children's competencies. Mothers tend to perceive their children's 
competencies higher than do fathers. This finding confirms the work 
of Cohen, Dibble, and Grawe (1977), Del Solar (1949), and Totta (1980) 
who consistently have noted that mothers rate their children more highly 
than do fathers. Possible explanations for the finding are that mothers 
may have more favorable opinions about their children's competencies 
than do fathers, or perhaps fathers establish higher standards for their 
children than do mothers. Mothers, too, have been reported as inter­
acting more than fathers do with their children (Elrod & Crase, 1980). 
The data also indicate that mothers and fathers rated some 
competencies of their children similarly and some differently. Mothers 
and fathers showed similarity in their perceptions of physical-motor 
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and verbal abilities. On the other hand, mothers' and fathers' responses 
were different for a number of items, such as "asks questions," "gets 
involved in listening to stories," and "makes friends with people." 
These parental fluctuations of agreement may be due to parental dif­
ferences in their concern (or sensitivity), their opportunity to ob­
serve, their interactions with their children, and to the fact that 
children interact differently with mothers and fathers. 
Low mean responses of mothers and fathers for the items describing 
responsibility-taking ability may reflect parental unsatisfaction 
(or concern) with those behaviors of their children. Also, the result 
may indicate that children in the contemporary society do not take 
their responsibilities around home as seriously as their parents might 
wish. 
Differences in Parents' Ratings by Sex of Child 
Sex differences in boys' and girls' competencies clearly were 
demonstrated by the 1FÀC1 item responses of both mothers and fathers. 
The data indicate that parents think boys show higher physical-motor 
and intellectual competencies than girls, but that girls show higher 
artistic and musical competencies than boys. These findings appear 
to be in line with the sex-stereotyped attitudes in the society. 
The finding by Meyer and Sobieszek (1972), in which adults showed 
a significant tendency to rate a child of their own sex more positively, 
was not supported in the present study, where mothers' responses generally 
were higher and more variable than those of fathers for both boys and 
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girls. The conflict between the findings of the two studies may be 
due to the differences in the methodologies involved. However, the 
following explanations also may account for the results of the present 
study: 1) Mothers in the sample had more information about their 
children's competencies than did fathers since they have more contact 
with their children in various situations (Elrod & Crase, 1980t McDevitt 
& Carey, 1978); and 2) fathers in the sample had established higher 
standards for judging their children's competencies. 
Comparisons of standard deviations of mothers' and fathers' 
responses to boys and girls indicate that mothers, for some areas, 
use the entire rating scale rather than clustering their responses in 
the middle, and, thus, the attitudes of mothers are more salient for 
girls' responsibility-taking ability and for boys' social, intellectual, 
and physical-motor abilities. Fathers' attitudes, similarly, are more 
salient for girls' artistic and social-emotional abilities and boys' 
physical-motor and intellectual abilities. In other words, mothers seem 
to notice more girls' responsibility-taking behavior (i.e., ratings are 
more variable), whereas fathers notice more girls' artistic and social 
behaviors (i.e., ratings are more variable). For boys, both mothers and 
fathers are noticing more intellectual and physical-motor behaviors but 
only mothers are noticing more social behaviors. Variability of parent 
responses is assumed to be a measure of parental attention to those be­
haviors being rated. These findings support the findings reported in the 
literature (Del Solar, 1949; Ferguson, Partyka, & Lester, 1974; Reardon, 
1978; Totta, 1980). 
Mothers' greater sensitivity to artistic abilities, and affection 
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toward parents, and fathers' greater sensitivity to motoric abilities 
(Del Solar, 1949) are confirmed in this study as are parents' greater 
expectation of responsibility-taking for girls and higher achievement 
expectation for boys (Baumrlnd, 1970). 
Correlations of Mothers' and Fathers' IPÂCI Responses 
with Demographic Variables 
Significant correlations of parents' IPACl responses with sex of 
child were found more frequently for fathers than for mothers, indicating 
that fathers have the more sex-stereotyped perceptions of their children's 
competencies. This result confirms the position of Meyer and Sobleszek 
(1972), Romer (1981), and Rothbart and Maccoby (1966) who have noted 
that fathers' lack of practical experience with children may lead to their 
sex-stereotypic perceptions. However, this result is not consistent 
with the finding by Reardon (1978) in which fathers responded with 
fewer sex-stereotypings than did mothers. The differences in the con­
tents of items between the two studies could explain this conflicting 
result: Emotional based sex-stereotyped behavior (e.g., shy, fear, 
etc.) were Involved in Reardon's study versus physical or artistic 
behavior (which is more easily observable) Involved in the present 
study. 
Significant and negative correlations of parents', particularly 
mothers', ratings with age of child, suggest that parents perceive older 
children to ask fewer questions, be less attentive, be less active, and 
be less stimulated by books or paintings. These findings do not sup­
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port some of the findings by Cohen et al. (1977) that as children in­
crease in age, they become more attentive, more verbal, and less active. 
The contradiction of results may be due to differences in the mean ages 
of children in this study (94 months) and in Cohen et al.'s study (35.5 
months). Also, it may be that once the children spend a major part of 
their day in school, the mothers' diminished exposure to and interaction 
with their children influences their ratings (Brody & Axelrad, 1978). 
Parents, too, and particularly mothers, may expect higher competency 
for older children than for younger children, and these greater expecta­
tions may influence the ratings by mothers. 
Correlations of parents' ratings of their children and the level of 
parent's education suggest that children's creativity and intellectual 
ability are significantly and positively related to mothers' and 
fathers' education. This may be due to genetic potential as well as to 
the more educated parents' greater awareness and encouragement of 
creative and/or intellectual activities for their children. 
IPACI Factors and Intercorrelations between 
Factors and Demographic Variables 
A separate factor analysis of mothers' responses and of fathers' 
responses resulted in seven identified factors for mothers and six for 
fathers. Of the seven factors for mothers, Factor 6, Social, was 
identified only for mothers. There was no "Social" factor demonstrated 
by the fathers' responses. This difference may be explained by a 
mother's greater opportunity to observe and be sensitive to her child 
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in social situations (Del Solar, 1949; Ferguson et al., 1974). Perhaps, 
too, women are more inclined than men to be interested in social inter­
actions. The theoretical IPACI factor. Artistic, did not remain intact 
but, in fact, became two relatively unrelated factors of Art and Music. 
The diversity indicates that a single factor. Artistic, for children is 
not a viable concept. 
The existence of discriminant validity is evident for six of the 
seven factors in this study. The correlations indicate that mothers and 
fathers are in relatively high agreement on their perceptions of their 
children's physical-motor (r = .74) and intellectual competencies (r = 
.69), and in somewhat less agreement in their perceptions of the Factor, 
"Nice" (r = .51). These results support the literature (Lyon & Flomin, 
1981; Totta, 1980) in which parents tend to agree more consistently on 
their ratings of physical-motor abilities than they do on their ratings 
of personality characteristics of their children. 
The results of the intercorrelations of seven factors for mothers 
and fathers demonstrate the definite indication of rater bias since 
the within raters' correlations are higher than the between raters' 
correlations. 
Significant and high correlations of education of parents found for 
Factor 5, Intelligence, indicate that highly educated parents tend 
to perceive high intellectual competencies in their children. The 
negative and significant correlations between mothers' and fathers' 
responses on Factor 5, Intelligence, and the occupation of fathers, sug­
gest that fathers' socioeconomic status is more highly related to the 
children's intellectual competencies than is the stàtus of mothers. 
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Such a relationship is not surprising in a culture which still at­
tributes greater breadth of socioeconomic status to men than women. 
In general, sex of child did not prove to be a significant variable 
to predict children's competencies represented in most factors in the 
IPACI although it correlated significantly with fathers' responses on 
the factors of art and music. The number of boys and girls in the 
families did correlate significantly with parental perceptions of 
children's competencies. Perhaps parents who have many boys or girls 
in their families have more stereotypic views of their children's 
behaviors. These parents, too, particularly the fathers, are know­
ledgeable about sex-stereotypic competencies in their children due 
to relatively frequent opportunities to observe nonartistic behaviors 
for the parents with more boys and responsibility-taking and artistic 
behaviors for the fathers with more girls. 
Limitations of the Study 
Several problems are inherent in the use of the questionnaire as 
a means of data collection: halo effect, misinterpretation of questions 
and rating procedure, and responding in a socially desirable manner. 
Because the mothers and fathers completed the questionnaires in the 
home, it is impossible to insure independence of ratings. 
Correlations imply only an association rather than a cause and ef­
fect relationship. Therefore, the results of this study do not explain 
a cause and effect relationship between parental perceptions differences 
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and their children's competencies differences. 
In this study, since a parental rating questionnaire, the IPACI, 
is the only method to measure the children's competencies, it is not 
possible to know the extent to which the children's competencies per­
ceived by parents differ from actual children's competencies. 
The subjects participating in the present study are not representa­
tive of the general population, thus limiting the generalizability of. 
the results. 
Implications for Further Research 
Some results of this study indicate that parents differentiate 
their children's competencies by sex of child. In addition, children's 
competencies perceived by mothers are different from those perceived by 
fathers. Parents' education is an important variable to predict 
children's competencies. Therefore, the effects of the parental sex 
differentiation and of inter- and intraparental differences in their 
perceptions on the children's competencies over time would be of 
interest for further study. A longitudinal study of parental dif­
ferences in ratings of their children's competencies would provide 
information on the stability of the ratings by mother and father. 
The IPACI is a unique parental rating instrument intended to 
measure broad areas of development of children. The discriminant validity 
of the IPACI instrument was evidenced by the present study. However, 
more validation studies for the further development of this instrument 
need to be done. Related to this would be the studies of children's 
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competencies sampled in other than home situations, or measured by other 
methods. Thus, it would be valuable to analyze actual child's 
competencies as well as parental ratings of child's competencies. 
Clearly, more research is an integral part of further understanding 
children's competencies. 
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Variables X SD 
No. of children in family 2.5 1.1 
No. of boys in family 1.2 0.9 
No. of girls in family 1.3 1.1 
Age of mother (category) 3.2 1.0 
Age of father (category) 3.6 1.2 
Age of child (months) 93.0® 29.0 
Education of mother (category) 3.5 1.1 
Education of father (category) 4.1 1.4 
Occupation of mother (category) 2.1 1.5 
Occupation of father (category) 2.0 1.5 
Employment of mother (category) 1.5 0.5 
Note: Only the data from 200 mother-father pairs are presented here. 
The data obtained from the total sample are about the same as 
these except age of child. 
®The mean age of child in the total sample (ri = 256) is 
94 months. 
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APPENDIX B. IOWA PARENT ASSESSMENT OF CHILD INVENTORY 
IOWA PARENT ASSESSMÊÏTt OF CHILD INVENTORY 
107 (IPACI) 
Sam Clark, Sedahlla Jasper Crase, Damarls Pease 
Department of Child Development 
Iowa State University 
Ames, Iowa 50011 
Thank you for considering our request for your help in our study. We would 
appreciate your completing the brief infoirmation below. The information should not 
identify you in any way but if you feel that parts of it do, feel free to leave those 
parts blank. We particularly need your responses to # 1 and to # 5. Please be assured 
that all responses will be treated with great respect for confidentiality. 
INFORMATION 
1. Are you the child's mother or father? (circle one) 
2. How many children do you have? Number of girls 
3. Circle the box that 
includes your age; 
Number of boys 
25 or . 46 or! 
under 26-30 31-35 36-40 41-45 over 1 
4. Circle the box that less than some 
fits your formal HS HS schooling BA/BS MA/MS Doctorate 
education: Brad grad beyond HS Î 
5. Sex of child: Girl Boy (circle one) 
6. Child's birthdate: 
month day year 
7. Your primary occupation: ; 
Thank you. Now if you will please read on, we would be grateful. 
We are interested in learning more about how parents view their children. The 
following statements represent a variety of conditions, behaviors or abilities of 
children. Please respond to the statements in a way which you feel best represents 
your view of your child. Before you begin, picture your child in your mind. Base 
your ratings on your experiences with this child over the last month or so. 
Consider each statement separately. There are no "right" or "wrong" responses. 
In the space provided to the left of each statement, place any number from 1 to 99 
that best represents how you view your child's ability in relation to the item. 
If you think your child is above average for the item compared to typical children 
his or her age, use any number from 51 to 99. The more ability your child has for 
the item, the higher the number you use. If you think your child is below average for 
the item compared to typical children of his or her age, use any number from 49 to 1. 
The less ability your child has for the item, the lower the number you use. Make use of 
the full range (1-99) where possible and, if you can, use a number other than 50. 
Your responses will help us make the Iowa Parent Assessment of Child Inventory a 
better, more scientific and more efficient tool for future work. 
RATING SCALE 
USING ANY NUMBER FROM 1-99 HOW DO YOU RATE YOUR CHILD ON THE FOLLOWING ITEMS 
COMPARED TO TYPICAL CHILDREN THAT AGE? 
1 25 50 75 99 
Very poor Poor About average Good Very good 
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RATING SCALE 
USING ANY NUMBER FROM 1-99 HOW DO YOU RATE YOUR CHILD ON THE FOLLOWING ITEMS 
COMPARED TO TYPICAL CHILDREN THAT AGE? 
1 25 50 . 75 99 
Very poor Poor About average Good Very good 
RATING ITEM 
1. Keeps healthy 
2. Has overall coordination 
3. Shows talent for music 
4. Remembers details 
5. Keeps a "level head" when needed 
6. Acts kindly to other children 
7. Cooperates with family members 
8. Has an active imagination 
9. Communicates clearly 
10. Shows confidence in «elf 
11. Makes up verses to songs 
12. Has a healthy appetite 
13. Learns new information  ^
14. Is graceful in body movement 
15. Does assigned tasks carefully 
16. Keeps trying 
17. Joins in activities with other children 
18. Can be relied on to follow through on your instructions 
19. Asks questions 
20. Has speed in running 
21. Thinks up words that rhyme with each other 
22. Spends time on hobbies 
23. Shows affection 
24. Listens to what people have to say 
25. Can move about quickly 
26. Makes sensible choices 
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RATING SCALE 
USING ANY NUMBER FROM 1-99 HOW DO YOU RATE YOUR CHILD ON THE FOLLOWING ITEMS 
COMPARED TO TYPICAL CHILDREN THAT AGE? 
1 25 50 75 99 
Very poor Poor About average Good Very good 
RATING ITEM 
27. Is stimulated by books 
28. Behaves appropriately without supervision 
29. Helps around the house wihtout being asked 
30. Sings in tune 
31. Shows precision in fine muscle skills 
32. Makes friends with people 
33. Takes care of his/her things 
34. Bends, stretches and twists with.ease 
35. Gets Involved in listening to stories 
36. Works hard around home 
37. Remembers information you have given 
38. Is energetic 
39. Initiates play or games with other children 
40. Keeps time to rhythms 
41. Is a pleasant person to be around 
42. ' Uses a large vocabulary 
43. Is a sound sleeper 
44. Shows talent for acting 
45. Thinks up projects to do 
46. Is physically active 
47. Is physically strong 
48. Shows talent for art 
49. Shares with other children 
50. Is aware of what goes on 
51. Finishes assigned jobs 
RATING^ SCALE 
USING ANY NUMBER FROM 1-99 HOW DO YOU RATE YOUR CHILD ON THE FOLLOWING ITEMS 
COMPARED TO TYPICAL CHILDREN THAT AGE? 
1 25 50 _75 99 
Very poor Poor About average Good Very good 
RATING ITEM 
52. Accepts corrections positively 
53. Maintains physical endurance 
54. Initiates talk with other children 
55. Is a responsible child 
56. Gets involved with crafts 
57. Works at assigned tasks without being reminded 
58. Moves with a sense of balance 
59. Thinks situations through before acting 
60. Is a creative child 
61. Completes projects that he/she starts 
62. Has a sense of humor 
63. Chooses to be around people when possible 
64. Figures out how things work 
65. Keeps free from accidental injuries 
66. Cleans up equipment and materials after using them 
67. Draws or paints pictures 
68. Is thoughtful of people 
69. Answers his/her own curiosity by using available resources 
70. Creates things from materials like cloth, paper or wood 
71. Concentrates on the task at hand 
72. Is a "smiley" person 
73. Puts things away in their proper place 
74. Shows intellectual sharpness 
75. Uses color skillfully in creating pictures 
THANK YOU FOR YOUR HELP. Please return this form in the 
addressed and stamped envelope provided. 
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APPENDIX C. HUMAN SUBJECTS APPROVAL 
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INhURMAFlUN UN int use vr nuriMM auojcvia in t\cacMAV>n 
IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY 
(Please follow the accompanying Instructions for completing this form.) 
ilfle of project (please type); —Parental Perceptions of Children's nomnmtenclA* 
© 2.) I agree to provide the proper surveillance of this project to Insure that the rights and welfare of the human subjects are properly protected. Additions to or changes 
In procedures affecting the subjects after the project has been approved will be 
submitted to the committee for review. 
Ohogn-Slm Pa.rH V^ /1981 -— 
Typed Named of Principal Investigator Date Signature of Principal Investigator 
 ^6170 Bufihanan Hall. Ames 
Campus Address Campus Telephone 
Slgnatu^s of oth^s (tt any) Date Relationship to Principal Investigator 
4/6/1981 Major Professor 
. ^ 
© ATTACH an additional page(s) (A) describing your proposed research and (B) the subjects to be used, (C) Indicating any risks or discomforts to the subjects, and 
(D) covering any topics checked below. CHECK all boxes applicable. 
I I Medical clearance necessary before subjects can participate 
I I Samples (blood, tissue, etc.) from subjects 
I I Administration of substances (foods, drugs, etc.) to subjects 
I I Physical exercise or conditioning for subjects 
I I Deception of subjects 
1 I» Subjects under 14 years of age and(or) Q Subjects 14-17 years of age 
I I Subjects in Institutions 
I I Research must be approved by another Institution or agency 
©X •* approximately 600 mothers and fathers pairs who have a child between the age^gOf ATTACH an example of the material to be used to obtain Informed consent and CHECK which type will be used. 
I I Signed Informed consent will be obtained. 
I I Modified Informed consent will be obtained. 
Month Day Year 
Anticipated date on which subjects will be first contacted: April 15 1981 
Anticipated date for last contact with subjects: 
r 7 J  I f  A p p l i c a b l e :  A n t i c i p a t e d  d a t e  o n  w h i c h  a u d i o  o r  v i s u a l  t a p e s  wil l  be erased and(or] 
Identifiers will be removed from completed survey Instruments: 
Month Day Year 
fS.J Signature of Hea^or Chairperson Date Department or Administrative Unit 
\ V- &/ Department of Child Development 
"TS.J Decision of the Ûnfversfty Committee on the Ûsc"ô?"HÛmân"SÛbJêcts'în"RësêirchT 
Project Approved Q Project not approved Q No action required 
George G. Karas 
Name of Committee Chairperson /Date Signature ofCommlttee Chairperson 
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APPENDIX D. COVER LETTER FROM RESEARCHER AND 
LETTERS FRCM SCHOOL PRINCIPALS 
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of Science and Technolo ?s, Iowa 50011 
Child Development Department 
101 Child Development Building 
Telephone 515-294-3040 
April 6, 1981 
. Dear Barents, 
Several faculty in the Department of Child Development (Dr. Sam Clark, 
Dr. Sedahlia Crase, and Dr. Damaris Pease) are in the process of developing 
the Iowa Parent Assessment of Children Inventory (IFACI). Hopefully the 
IFACI, when it is cmpleted, will assist parents and researchers to better 
exchange information about children's abilities. As part of the requirements 
for my doctoral degree, I currently am working on a project designed to be 
a statistical factor analysis of the IPACI scale. 
To conduct this study I need your help. Responses you give on this 
instrument will be cmubihed with responses from hundreds of other parents. 
Based on a factor analysis of these numerous responses we will be able to 
identify those factors that best represent parental assessments of their 
children's competencies. 
It would be most helpful to me if both mothers and fathers complete 
the IPflOI forms. To make this possible we have included two copies when 
appropriate so that mother can complete one and father the other. Respond 
to the IPACI with the child in mind who brought you this packet of materials. 
It is Important that idien a mother and a father from the same family respwd, 
they respond with the same child in mind and they do not consult with each 
other while they are completing the IPACI because we need your responses 
to be comjAetely your own rating. When you have completed the IPACI, please 
fold it into the accompanying addressed and stamped envelope and drop it in 
the mail. We ask that mothers and fathers in the same family share the 
return envelope in order to save us money. All information obtained will 
be confidential. 
Of course, your responses will be completely anonymous. Even so, all 
information will be treated with utmost confidentiality. On some IPACI forms 
you may notice a written number at the top. This number slm^ y matches 
mother and father forms. It does not code back to your name. Therefore 
your anonymity is protected. Eventually, we hope the factored lEACl will 
become a useful assessment resource for those irtio study children's abilities. 
Your coopération truly will be appreciated. 
Sincerely, 
Choon-Slm Park, Graduate Student Dr. Sam Clark. Professor in Chaxge 
291^ 301*0 
GILBERT ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 
OFFICE OF THE PRINCIPAL 
GILBERT, IOWA SOIOS 
April 27, 1981 
Dear Elementary Parent : 
The elementary school cooperates with Iowa State University by 
permitting graduate students to do educational research with elementary 
students. The amount of this research is limited by the administration 
in order to minimize the amount of time students are taken from classes 
for this type of activity. 
The enclosed research study h^ s been allowed because i,t does not involve 
students. The Department of Child Development at Iowa State, Dr. Sam Clark, 
and Choon-Sim Park will appreciate your time and cooperation with their 
study. 
Although your name and address are on the envelope, your response 
form cannot be traced to your name. The names were put on at the 
elementary school to make the letter a bit more personal. The 
University people were not permitted to take any name or address information 
#th. them. 
Enclosed you will find an addressed stamped envelope for returning 
the forms to Choon-Sim, 
 ^Ashb 
Elementary Principal 
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Bear Pozenta; 
Oar ecbool is coopexutlug with. Iowa State TJniversity in diatrlbuting this 
qiiastionairé-ï ïPlao Information ^ theracl is for «se by the univarsiiy^ , Ve 
ar<* assisting' in the distribution to reda»)# the costs of tho studyo We 
enctMirafia ycu to pas^ loipate, but yoiir involvment ia optional » Pleaaa 
rotum iill i'soponaes to Iowa State Univoraity ia the envelope providsdo 
All questions s'aoiild be directes to Dr» Clark at the addreas/phone iiuiaiber 
listed on tl-16 cover lector» Tkarik you. for your asaistance» 
Roger 5, Bohningr 
Principal 
Story City Elementary 
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APPENDIX E. CODE SHEET FOR THE IPACI 
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IPACI Code Sheet 
Column 
(Card I) 
1 
2,3,4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
Description 
Card Number 
Subject Number 
Type of Family 
Number of Children in Family 
Number of Boys in Family 
Number of Girls in Family 
Sex of Parent 
Age of Mother 
Coding 
Age of Father 
Education of Mother 
Education of Father 
1 
2 
3 
Double Parents 
Single Mother 
Single Father 
1 
2 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
Mother 
Father 
25 or under 
26-30 
31-35 
36-40 
41-45 
46 or over 
25 or under 
26-30 
31-35 
36-40 
41-45 
46 or over 
less than HS grad 
HS grad 
some schooling beyond HS 
BA/BS 
MA/MS 
Doctorate 
less than HS grad 
HS grad 
some schooling beyond HS 
BA/BS 
m/MS 
Doctorate 
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Column Description 
14 Occupation of Mother* 
15 Mother ' s Employment 
16 Occupation of Father 
17 Sex of Child 
18, 19, 20 Age of Child 
21-80 IPACI. Raw Data 
(Item # from 1 to 30) 
(Card II) 
1-4 Base Data 
5-80 IPACI Raw Data 
(Item # from 31 to 68) 
(Card III) 
1-4 Base Data 
5-18 IPACI Raw Data 
(Item # from 69 to 75) 
Coding 
1 = Professional-Manager 
2 = White Collar 
3 = Skilled Labor 
4 = Farm Worker 
5 = Unskilled Labor 
6 = Unemployed 
7 = Student 
1 = Employed outside home 
2 = Not employed outside home 
1 = Professional-Manager 
2 = White Collar 
3 = Skilled Labor 
4 = Farm Worker 
5 = Unskilled Labor 
6 = Unemployed 
7 = Student 
1 = Male 
2 = Female 
In Months 
*( ) for housewife. 
**Missing Data Code = ( ) 
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APPENDIX F. 
MOTHERS' IPACI ITEM MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS AND 
LOADINGS BY FACTORS 
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IPACI Factor* 
item X SD 1 2 3 4 
1 1.09 .72 .13 -.21 .03 .14 -.00 -.18 .04 
2 .90 .69 .17 -.65 -.03 .10 .10 -.10 -.18 
3 .66 .66 .14 -.02 -.08 .09 .22 .04 -.63 
4 .95 .77 .29 -.01 -.09 -.03 .70 -.04 -.08 
5 .57 .68 .42 -.15 -.01 .35 .40 .08 -.09 
6 .83 .69 .39 -.02 .07 .56 .06 .03 -.04 
7 .62 .58 .50 -.01 -.06 .52 .18 -.02 -.14 
8 1.02 .74 -.08 -.17 -.30 .23 .42 -.15 -.15 
9 1.06 .74 .11 -.22 -.14 .09 .65 -.21 -.18 
10 .71 .72 .20 -.23 -.09 .18 .47 -.35 -.25 
11 .50 .83 .14 -.01 -.24 .09 .29 -.14 -.55 
12 .77 .89 .24 -.20 -.06 .07 -.06 -.28 -.09 
13 1.05 .69 .32 -. 16 -.23 .09 .62 -.10 -.15 
14 .60 .63 .25 -.68 -.13 .08 .11 .15 -.22 
15 .47 .68 .68 -.14 -.13 -.01 .29 .07 -.11 
16 .53 .71 .58 -.18 -.09 .17 .17 .01 -.08 
17 .86 .66 .29 -.45 . .03 .23 .14 - .44 .06 
18 .55 .61 .60 -.10 -.08 .35 .30 -.12 -.04 
19 1.13 .70 .04 -.29 -.07 .27 .47 -.25 -.02 
20 .82 .76 .07 -.78 -.07 .05 .14 .02 -.16 
21 .86 .77 .11 -.27 -.35 .05 .45 -.05 -.35 
22 .49 .70 .27 -.02 -.49 .11 .25 -.08 -.26 
23 1.29 .75 .05 -.13 -.10 .59 .13 -.17 -.08 
24 .71 .59 .40 -.20 -.13 .57 .33 .04 -.10 
25 .84 .65 .09 -.78 -.09 .12 .20 .01 -.12 
26 .71 .59 .52 -.25 -.18 .37 .44 -.01 -.02 
27 1.00 .83 .27 -.04 -.32 .26 .48 .05 -.06 
28 .77 .66 .46 .06 -.17 .43 .33 .04 -.00 
29 .18 .62 .71 -.15 -.18 .20 .05 -.10 -.06 
30 .60 .73 .29 -.17 -.16 .14 .07 -.01 -.58 
31 .60 .65 .39 -.42 -.16 -.00 .21 .02 -.27 
32 1.01 .70 .18 -.29 .04 .34 .20 -.45 .02 
33 .40 .72 .75 -.11 -.11 .11 .09 -.21 -.22 
34 1.05 .73 .06 -.78 -.07 .13 .02 -.09 - .06 
35 1.14 .71 .08 -.24 -.34 .34 .46 -.12 -.12 
= 200. 
= 251. 
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IPACI  ^ Factor^  
Ltem SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
36 .29 .63 .75 -.19 -.28 .17 -.01 -.09 -.00 
37 .82 .73 .44 -.09 -.08 .06 .65 .00 .01 
38 1.17 .74 .07 -.74 -.09 .00 . .19 -.27 .06 
39 .89 .69 .15 -.53 -.09 .11 .28 -.52 .03 
40 .87 .71 .26 -.33 -.15 .23 .19 -.12 -.58 
41 1.12 .74 .26 -.12 -.11 .67 .12 -.23 -.20 
42 .93 .75 .09 -.10 -.37 .16 .64 -.09 -.18 
43 1.12 .77 .06 -.24 -.07 .16 .14 -.32 -.09 
44 .54 .68 .14 -.03 -.32 .02 .36 -.35 -.30 
45 .69 .69 .23 -.01 -.61 .06 .29 -.29 -.13 
46 1.20 .76 -.05 -.78 -.09 .03 .10 -.31 .05 
47 .95 .76 .06 -.72 -.13 .06 -.03 -.32 .02 
48 .62 .71 .04 -.24 -.77 .03 .02 .04 -.03 
49 .77 .66 .22 -.15 -.14 .62 .10 -.11 .06 
50 1.14 .67 .15 -.15 -.11 .35 .62 -.22 -.04 
51 .55 .68 .69 -.16 -.19 .18 .17 -.05 -.09 
52 .28 .60 .32 -.15 —. 28 .39 .18 -.21 -.11 
53 .70 . 66 .18 -.67 -.20 .05 .12 -.30 -.01 
54 .78 .67 .03 -.34 -.15 .15 .22 -.58 .04 
55 .85 .72 .62 -.06 -.10 .37 .29 -.12 -.03 
56 .77 .74 .27 -.06 -.76 .11 .13 -.11 -.12 
57 .23 .63 .74 -.07 -.26 .21 .17 -.02 -.06 
58 .84 .68 .29 -.70 -.11 .20 .12 .02 -.13 
59 .38 .58 .56 -.09 -.14 .26 .41 -.01 -.16 
60 .80 .67 .05 —. 08 -.73 .10 .42 -.12 -.21 
61 .51 .59 .58 -.12 -.44 .11 .30 -.13 -.02 
62 .97 . 66 .21 -.26 -.23 .38 .38 -.29 -.14 
63 1.12 .75 -.03 -.36 -.02 .27 .24 -.44 -.03 
64 .70 .61 .11 -.36 —. 21 .14 .54 -.07 -.12 
65 .65 .67 .30 -.24 -.06 .23 .27 .00 -.16 
66 .21 . 60 .72 -.08 -.12 .12 .04 -.17 — .18 
67 .82 .73 .12 -.13 -.82 .09 .12 .01 -.05 
68 .88 .71 .31 -.08 -.27 .66 .10 -.13 -.00 
69 .56 .57 .34 .00 -.35 .31 .46 -.04 -.09 
70 .75 .71 .23 .03 -.75 .08 .23 -.06 -.07 
71 .64 .66 .51 -;15 -.54 .13 .30 -.04 -.04 
72 1.02 .75 .14 -.14 -.12 .45 .12 -.33 -.14 
73 .22 .69 .71 -.11 -.10 .03 .03 -.31 -.16 
74 1.02 .69 .19 -.10 -.34 .14 .64 -.11 -.09 
75 .79 .68 .12 -.24 -.71 .12 .11 -.01 -.04 
123 
APPENDIX G. 
FATHERS' IPACI ITEM MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS AND 
LOADINGS BY FACTORS 
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IPACI , , Factor^  
item X SD 1 2 3 < 
1 .85 .70 .19 -.44 -.04 -.07 -.13 — .08 
2 .75 .59 .20 -.74 .04 .05 -.11 -.14 
3 .60 .67 .27 -.07 .13 -.12 -.23 -.58 
4 .98 .80 .17 — .01 .06 -.15 -.67 .02 
5 .51 .62 .57 -.23 -.03 -.04 -.40 -.10 
6 .81 .70 .50 .06 -.16 -.34 -.19 -.11 
7 .53 .59 .64 -.03 .06 -.22 -.14 -.20 
8 1.13 .63 .01 -.00 .36 -.19 -.34 -.19 
9 .93 .65 .20 -.12 .07 -.17 -.60 -.11 
10 .72 .59 .08 -.40 .10 -.18 -.43 -.13 
11 .51 .72 .20 -.02 .26 -.11 -.21 -.56 
12 .71 .82 .18 -.27 -.05 -.15 .07 -.33 
13 .97 .58 .19 -.21 .12 .05 -.63 -.22 
14 .60 .63 .26 -.69 .09 .06 -.11 -.36 
15 .46 .65 .71 -.28 .15 .05 -.26 -.17 
16 .58 . 66 .49 -.30 .14 .12 -.25 -.15 
17 .79 .65 .23 -.46 .03 -.43 .01 -.22 
18 .47 .59 .70 -.20 .09 -.17 -.26 -.05 
19 1.05 .61 .19 -.17 .17 -.34 -.42 -.05 
20 .68 .76 .20 -.71 .07 -.00 -.02 -.21 
21 .74 .74 .13 -.11 .33 -.20 -.40 -.32 
22 .43 .62 .38 -.13 .37 .15 -.20 -.29 
23 1.12 .67 .21 -.03 .12 -.61 -.21 -.20 
24 .63 .59 .55 -.23 .01 -.18 -.37 -.21 
25 .75 .62 .12 -.76 .04 -.13 -.18 -.13 
26 .65 .56 .58 -.30 .01 -.18 -.43 -.09 
27 1.07 .72 .18 -.12 .19 -.01 -.53 -.09 
28 .74 .62 .63 .01 .06 -.12 -.33 -.06 
29 .11 .65 .62 — .08 .16 -.13 -.09 -.25 
30 .60 .69 .23 -.13 .18 -.14 -.23 -.52 
31 .56 .70 .26 -.41 .23 -.02 -.19 -.45 
32 .84 . 66 .25 -.31 .05 -.51 -.12 -.12 
33 .39 .70 .70 -.22 .10 -.09 -.07 -.09 
34 .87 .71 .20 -.67 .24 -.12 -.07 —. 03 
35 1.14 .67 .07 -.37 .26 -.18 -.27 -.07 
=200. 
= 205. 
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IPACI , , Factor^  
Ltem ir SD 1 2 3 4 5 7 
36 .28 .65 .66 -.18 .24 -.17 -.04 -.12 
37 .81 .71 .24 -.03 .11 -.21 -.73 .12 
38 1.05 .69 -.01 -.63 .29 -.33 -.25 .24 
39 .80 .61 .02 -.49 .21 -.43 -.06 -.18 
40 .77 .66 .26 -.34 .13 -.23 -.21 -.44 
41 1.13 .65 .38 -.07 -.00 -.53 -.31 -.09 
42 .90 .66 .09 .07 .20 -.15 -.70 -.15 
43 1.09 .71 .13 -.27 .13 -.28 —. 08 .09 
44 .55 .56 .12 -.16 .30 -.20 -.25 — .26 
45 .65 .64 .16 -.08 .54 -.01 -.35 -.21 
46 1.08 .68 .06 -.69 .21 -.30 -.12 .22 
47 .78 .73 .20 -.71 .14 -.23 -.00 -.00 
48 .63 . 66 .12 -.21 .75 -.13 -.00 -.13 
49 .64 .61 .45 —. 13 .17 -.52 -.09 .01 
50 1.04 .58 .31 -.22 .07 -.33 -.54 -.06 
51 .47 .61 .71 —. 21 .16 -.15 -.26 -.05 
52 .29 .56 .55 -.21 .07 -.21 -.17 -.15 
53 .65 .67 .19 -.71 .14 -.23 -.11 .02 
54 .60 .58 .10 -.35 .07 -.50 -.10 -.20 
55 .73 .62 .64 -.16 .18 -.31 -.32 .07 
56 .68 .59 .17 -.06 .72 -.15 -.18 -.05 
57 .23 .62 .75 -.12 .15 -.14 -.15 -.15 
58 .75 .63 .23 -.77 .17 -.10 -.09 -.13 
59 .45 .55 .57 -.15 .13 -.09 -.50 -.08 
60 .83 .56 .17 -.07 . 66 -.08 -.47 -.10 
61 .54 .55 .57 -.16 .32 .06 -.40 -.12 
62 .98 .59 .13 -.22 .24 -.54 -.41 -.09 
63 .96 .68 -.02 -.21 .08 —. 66 -.10 -.06 
64 .73 ,59 .23 -.25 .24 -.11 -.40 -.00 
65 .64 .62 .35 -.41 .05 -.03 -.26 -.02 
66 .19 .64 .70 -.23 .15 -.16 -.01 -.00 
67 .82 . 66 .10 -.21 .76 -.11 -.09 .05 
68 .79 .63 .45 -.02 .15 -.56 -.17 -.04 
69 .60 ;56 .36 -.14 .29 -.04 -.52 -.16 
70 .72 .63 .16 -.16 .59 -.03 -.37 -.10 
71 .63 .58 .50 -.20 .18 .05 —. 48 -.12 
72 .97 .64 .22 -.20 .11 -.56 -.22 .06 
73 .20 .72 .70 -.27 .14 -.24 .00 -.06 
74 1.07 .61 .18 -.03 .18 -.22 -.71 -.09 
75 .74 .63 .28 -.32 .66 -.04 -.10 -.11 
